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This study focuses on Center City Ministries (CCM), an emergency shelter for the
homeless. The shelter has a capacity for 22 homeless men and women over the age of 18
and is sponsored by a group of seven area churches. CCM is run by six staff persons and
over 300 volunteers. The data for this research was obtained through participant
observation and infonnal interviews.
The findings show that the shelter provides a unique setting because of both its size
and philosophy. While the shelter's philosophy and experience are oftentimes described in
religious terms such as Sabbath, Restoration, Pilgrimage, etc., the shelter does nQI require
church attendance or a particular religious affiliation. In exchange for adhering to the
shelter's rules, homeless individuals, who are referred to as "guests," are provided with a
warm, safe, structured environment.
My research seems to suggest that because of the positive support that is provided
through the staffs use of an egalitarian approach, the shelter's residents develop a greater
sense of self-esteem and self-awareness as well as close social ties with many of the staff.
This positive support allows the residents to maintain a positive self-concept as shown by
the display of embracement rather than distancing behavior. The social ties that are formed
between the residents and the staff serve to bring former residents back to the shelter to
maintain these ties as well as to utilize other resources available at the shelter.
The data show that the shelter is particularly effective in providing an environment in
which homeless individuals can develop a greater sense of self-awareness and respect. The
shelter is also effective in acting as a community-based resource, providing essential
services for the homeless as well as educating the community. In addition, the shelter acts
as a voice advocating on behalf of the homeless on both a national and international scale.
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While the response U.S. to homelessness has been to set up shelters, as a society we
know very little about the impact these shelters have on the lives of the homeless. Much of
the literature to date has focused on either demographic issues or identifying the causes of
homelessness. Through this research, I attempt to change this focus and hope to provide a
greater insight into life within a shelter and how individuals adapt to it.
My research efforts centered around Bethlehem, Pennsylvania's Center Cities
Ministries (CCM), an emergency shelter for the homeless. CCM was chosen as the site of
my research because not only have I previously conducted exploratory research at this
particular shelter, but also because the staff was very receptive to my research proposal.
The objective of my research was to look at the life of the homeless inside the shelter.
Since a home is something most of us take for granted my research focused on what it is
like for those without a home who find themselves living in this particular shelter. This
report focuses on six areas: 1) methodology, 2) a background of the history and the causes
of homelessness, 3) the history of CCM, 4) the philosophy and operation of the CCM, 5)
role behavior and interaction within the shelter, and 6) understanding how the homeless go
about maintaining a positive personal identity. The remainder of this chapter provides a
brief overview of my work and describes the methodology of the research.
Chapter 2 traces the history of our society's response to the homeless from colonial
times to the present. This chapter also describes the different and sometimes conflicting
views on both the factors contributing to homelessness, and the number and composition
of the homeless population as described in the literature. We find that earlier literature
characterized the homeless as being lazy or having other personal shortcomings. Today,
the literature emphasizes that the causes of homelessness are structural. In an attempt to
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address homelessness, the common response in Western nations has been to set up
shelters. The two most common typesofsheTters arellie emergency overnight shelter and
the transitional shelter.
Chapter 3 traces the development of CCM from its early beginning as a temporary
shelter housed in a Bethlehem area church to its current status of a non-profit organization
with a permanent site. A basic understanding of the history and development of the shelter
as well as the groups existing therein is given by addressing such questions as: Why was
the shelter created? Who or what was instrumental in its creation? How did the shelter
change as it developed over time? What groups exist in the shelter? What role does each
group play within the shelter? What hierarchy exists among them?
Chapter 4 looks at the philosophy and operation of the shelter to give insight into both
the explicit arid implicit assumptions held about the identity of the homeless. We find that
the shelter provides certain "standards of welfare." These are reflected in the shelter's
accommodations, the provisions which are made for the safety of the guests and their
belongings, the ideology concerning mealtimes and the shelter's rules. This section
addresses questions such as: What is the shelter's philosophy? What perception of the
homeless does this philosophy convey, i.e., are they believed responsible for their own
plight, or are they viewed as victims of society? How are the homeless treated? How does
the philosophy shape the daily operations and the rules of the shelter? Do the guests accept
the shelter's conception of who they are, and how they should behave? Do the guests view
living at the shelter as a positive or negative experience and for what reasons? Does the
shelter help the homeless to find housing? What other resources, if any, are available at the
shelter?
Chapter 5 discusses role behavior and interaction within the shelter. One finds that
the roles associated with being a guest, volunteer or staff person are distinct, yet at times an
3
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of one group may assume the role of another group, Le., the guests may act as
hosts to the volunteerS: TiTe interaction that occurs between the guests and/onhe-staff is
classified into five categories. These include new insight, interactions providing positive
support, interaction reinforcing non-normative/deviant behavior, and interaction reinforcing
normativelconventional npr'~')1(',r. It should be noted that very conventional assumptions
were used in describing what is considered non-normative/deviant behavior and
normativelconventional behavior. As a result of the interaction that occurs within the
shelter, social ties develop between the guests, volunteers, and staff. Indeed, these social
ties seem to cause many of former guests to return to the shelter. This seems to be due
to the fact that many the homeless lack a positive, supportive network of either family or
friends outside of the shelter.
Chapter 6 seeks to provide a greater understanding of how the homeless go about
maintaining a positive __~ .. __ ..! in a 0(',!"'1Pj'11 in they have little or no status. Snow and
Anderson's (1987) theory regarding identity construction among the homeless is used to
understand how and why the homeless use distancing and embracement behavior to
provide themselves a measure of self-wonh. This chapter addresses questions such
as: What impact does the philosophy of the shelter have on the self-concepts of the guests?
What clues about identity-generation can we gain through observing the interaction that
goes on in the shelter?
1.2 Methodology
There are three groups that interact in the shelter - the guests, staff, and volunteers.
In order to gather data, I spent a lot of time "hanging out" at the shelter, taking part in
conversation, helping to prepare meals, dining at the shelter, or participating in recreational
activities with the guests (the most popular being playing cards). These were all situations
in which I could observe behavior, listen to conversations (at times eavesdropping), or ask
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naturally-occurring questions. I had the opportunity to observe guests' both within and
o-ulside of the shelter; although the latter situations were rare.
I also had many opportunities to interview staff about matters such as daily operations
in the shelter, shelter capacity, rules, and intake proct'{dures. I also asked staff members to
describe to me how they would define the philosophy of the shelter and obtained a history
of the organization from them.
The bulk of my observations were conducted over a seven month period (May, June,
July, August, September, October and December of 1989). During this period I normally
spent four evenings a week (except for the month of December) at the shelter (not including
an occasional Saturday); interacting with guests, volunteers and staff from 7:00 to 11:00
p.m. During this time guests would eat dinner, do their chores, relax and get ready for the
next day. During the first six months of my observations I assumed the role of volunteer.
On four separate occasions I slept overnight at the shelter, assuming the role of an
overnight volunteer, i.e., having the responsibility of waking up the guests and helping to
set up for breakfast.
The second portion of my observations took place during the month of December,
when I spent two weeks actually living at the shelter. During this period, I tried to assume
the role of a guest, but when I was asked by the guests why I was at the shelter; I told them
that I was a student conducting research on staying at the shelter. My decision to stay at the
shelter was based on the idea that I would get a better perspective on what it would be like
for a guest who stays at the shelter. I believe that this opportunity also allowed me to get a
better overall picture of the operation of the shelter.
\
Access to the shelter came from my exploriltory research. Reverend JoClare Hartsig,
the executive director of the shelter, gave me permission to continue my research efforts.
We agreed that while I conducted my research, I would assume the role of volunteer
5
(although this role changed when I actually stayed at the shelter) this role being mutually
beneficial to both parties.
Following a period of observation, I would write down what I had observed as soon
as possible. I tried not to write in front of gu.ests because I was worried it might affect
what they would say, and also because it is very difficult to be listening and writing
simultaneously. During my two weeks of living at the shelter I would go to the library in
the afternoon to write down my observations. If names of organizations, or something I
felt was of particular importance was said, I would jot it down to remind myself later on.
The findings of this thesis are a synthesis derived from going through my notes and
categorizing my notes in terms of reoccurring observations of particular interactions,
statements, or other categories of information I thought important to understanding the
structure and fanctioning of the shelter.
I have mostly adhered to a rule of confidentiality in presenting my findings. None of
the guests' or volunteers' names have been used. At times I have referred to staff by name,
but only when I have deemed it appropriate: i.e., no negative consequences will arise by
referring to their real names directly.
6
2 BACKGI{OUND
2.1 History of Homelessness in the U.S.
Gypsies, bums, tramps, hoboes, bag ladies, these are some of the names used to
describe either homeless individuals or the homeless as a group. While the names may be
different and while people's attitudes may have changed somewhat over time, the problem
of homelessness still remains and is getting worse. Several classical studies document
concern about the problem of homelessness such as Anderson (1923), Sutherland and
Locke (1935), Wallace (1965), and Bahr (1973).
If we briefly look at the history of homelessness, we find that in colonial days
homeless and destitute people were shunted from community to community, not allowed to
settle anywhere for fear their numbers would overburden the town relief rolls (Rossi,
1989).
If we go back to our country's beginnings we find that our treatment of the homeless
followed England's. The English model was based upon the assumption that virtually all
persons lived with their own families and within the bounds of some governmental
jurisdiction. Provision of relief to adults who wandered through the countryside or city
streets without permanent homes and without family ties was not envisioned. Yet as we
know in England, and later in America, the phenomenon of wandering homeless persons
- often called the "unsettled poor" - arose to trouble local officials (McGerigle and
Lauriat, 1983).
If we progress further in history, we find that d}lring much of the nineteenth century
there was no significant social welfare "safety net" in place to protect individuals or families
from the catastrophic consequences of unemployment, illness, or death of a breadwinner
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(Rossi, 1989). In the late nineteenth century came the development·~f the almshouse or the
wprkllouse. These dwellings were "prison-like" and deterred all but the most desp~nite.
The young and the old, the mentally and physically infirrh, and able-bodied men, women,
and children were made to live together (Fabricant, 1987). Jails were also used to house
the homeless. At the same time, separate programs emerged which were organized and
funded by associations of private persons. Today we call these entities non-profit
organizations (McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983). These private programs were thought to be
more "humane" and less wasteful than the almshouses.
The homeless who were not institutionalized were segregated into "skid row" areas.
The term "skid row" (or skid road) apparently derives from the log skidways on which
felled timber was transported in the forests of the Pacific Northwest. It came to be applied
to the Seattle afea where lumbermen wintered and then to similar enclaves in other cities
where single, homeless men were housed in dormitories and lodging houses (Caplow et
aI., 1968).
The early 20th Century was a period of technological change and economic hardship
characterized by a reduction in the need for unskilled labor and an increase in the number of
homeless, respectively. As a consequence skid row areas were unable to accommodate the
increasing numbers of homeless. In the worst years of the Depression it is estimated that
1.5 million individuals, or almost 8% of the population were homeless (Rossi, 1989;
World Almanac, 1991).
The Federal Social Security Act was passed in 1935. It was established that localities
no longer needed to fully support elderly residents or mothers with minor children
(McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983). The Social Security Act ensured that State and Federal
funds were allocated for providing for these special needs populations.
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During World WaF II, tHere was a-reduction in th~hGmeless population. With the
end of the war employment rates remained relatively high. In addition to this, returning
vets were eligible for generous benefits under the General Insurance (OJ.) Bill (Rossi,
1989).
In the mid 1950's and early 1960's concerns about "the renovation of central cities"
prompted research on the status of homelessness. The following is one prominent
researcher's recommendations:
"The economic function of skid row is disappearing and the
skid row social system will also disappear. Gentrification,
therefore, can take place while subsidized housing for
unattached men, and social services for alcoholics and the
physically, and mentally disabled are needed" (Rossi,
1989: 11).
Unfortunately, though gentrification proceeded, the recommendation of providing
subsidized housing or special services was ignored.
2.2 Structural Factors Contributing to the Problem of Homelessness
In the 1960's and 1970's, higher Social Security benefits and subsidized housing for
the elderly made it possible for aged pensioners to obtain affordable housing. Yet, during
the 1970's, Fabricant (1987) cites two main structural factors as being responsible for
"sowing the seeds of the current homeless problem." The first factor was a reduction in the
number of jobs available to unskilled individuals. The second factor is what Fabricant
(1987) refers to as the "crisis of capital accumulation" (i.e., profitability). Even in the
1990's, these two structural factors continue to be responsible for our current homeless
problem.
In describing the first factor, Fabricant (1987) points to an increasing rase of
unemployment which, during this period, went from 5% to 10%. This rise in
unemployment is strongly tied to the second factor, namely, companies being occupied
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with maintail1in~ profitaoility. This preoccupation resulted from the double-digit inflation
experienced by the economy at that time. Consequently, companies were seeking ways to
increase their profitability. The only way to accomplish this was to cut costs and increase
efficiency. Companies set out to achieve these 9bjectives by implementing the new
technologies that were available, as well as utilizing labor-saving devices. Multinational
companies also started relocating their labor-intensive manufacturing work abroad, in Third
World countries where labor was cheaper and unions did not exist. Because of the
reduction in the number of jobs available, and the subsequent increase in the supply of
labor, U.S. industry was able to pay lower wages.
In addition, during this period of time, there was a greater dichotomy between the
jobs that were available - i.e., high technology versus manufacturing jobs. The high
technology jobs re-quired specialized training while many of the latter required only
unskilled laborers. While the job market was undergoing these changes, no efforts were
made to retrain people to adjust to these new industrial trends. As a result, lower wages
and/or unemployment became a reality for many individuals.
The fiscal crisis of the early 1980's (1980-1984) did little to help individuals and
families that were in need as a result of the economic climate. Cuts in welfare spending
were enacted and the federal government virtually withdrew from the housing market while
removing many incentives for builders to construct affordable housing (Kozol, 1988a;
Marcuse, 1988b; Reamer, 1989). Housing Now!, a non-profit organization, acting as an
advocate on behalf of the homeless, which compiled statistics on homelessness and the lack
of affordable housing in 1989, asserts that since 1980, the Budget Authority for all federal
housing assistance programs has been cut by more than 75% - from $32 billion to $9
billion a year. Ironically, government subsidies to upper-income homeowners, in the form
of mortgage tax-exemptions had grown to $46 billion a year.
10
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Within sucnan economic-eAvironment as the one described above, consider the
scenario in which the head of a household ;uddenly loses his or her job as a consequence
of being laid off, or because of a plant closing. With a shrinking supply of jobs available
and those jobs that are available paying low wages, a family often finds that making ends
meet is difficult. Further, cuts in welfare spending exacerbate the situation for the poor.
As a result of all or a number of these factors, a sudden crisis which befalls a family or
individual "living on the edge" can result in their becoming homeless.
2.3 The Causes of Homelessness
Clearly, during the early years of the 1980's, homelessness became a hot topic
(Wright and Lam, 1987). The rather sudden up-swelling of concern can be indexed by the
number of listings llnder homelessness in the Reader's Guide to Periodical Literature. "In
1975, there were no listings. In 1981, there were three listings; in 1982, 15; in 1983,21
and in 1984, 32" (Wright and Lam, 1987:213). In addition, there has also been a
proliferation in the number of books written on the subject within the last three to four
years. Interestingly, even our music, which often mirrors the concerns and thoughts of our
society, relays the plight of the homeless in a number of recently popular songs such as
Just Another Day in Paradise by Phil Collins.
Amidst this proliferation of literature on the subject of homelessness one can find that
a lot of attention has been focused on trying to determine what causes homelessness. As
previously mentioned, Fabricant (1987) portrays the problem of homelessness as being
structural in nature. While the problem is one of great complexity, the two primary and
interrelated causes of homelessness that are most often identified are: 1) a lack of affordable
housing and 2) an increase in poverty!low-income families (Holden, 1986; House of
Representatives, 1987; Wright and Lam, 1987; Kozal, 1988a, 1988b; Marcuse, 1988a,
1988b; Reamer, 1989).
11
As a result of inflation, housing in the United States has becom~_~~~erally m~re
ex})ensive inrecerrrdecades:1he<IVerage price of single family dwellings sold in 1970
was $23,000; in 1980, the figure was $62,000 and in 1983, $70,300. The median gross
monthly rent for renter-occupied units shocw an equivalent trend: in 1970, the median
monthly rent was $108; in 1980, $234, and in 1983, $315" (Wright and Lam, 1987:212).
Subsequently, if we look at the effects of inflation, we find that a family who could
afford to spend no more than $80 per month on rent would have seen its supply of potential
housing cut nearly in half in the brief span of three years and cut nearly 90% over the
longer term (Wright and Lam, 1987). Between 1978 and 1980 median rents rose 30% for
households with incomes below $3,000. After 1980, rents rose at even faster rates. For
example, in Boston, between 1982 and 1984 more than 80% of the housing units renting
for less than $300 a month disappeared while the number of units renting for over $600
more than doubled (Kozol, 1988a). But even as inflation caused the cost of housing to
increase, many family incomes, especially among the poor, did not increase at the same
pace.
While inflation was one factor which contributed to the lack of affordable housing,
another factor was "condo" conversion. In 1984, according to the National Housing Law
Project, approximately half a million rental units were being lost every year - to "condo"
conversion, abandonment, arson (oftentimes to facilitate the removal of tenants and the
subsequent conversion into "condos"), and demolition. According to Wright and Lam
(1987) never before in post-war American history have so many poor people competed for
so few affordable dwelling units.
Further complicating matters in terms of the lack of affordable housing has been the
Federal Government's virtual withdraw'J,l from the housing market. From 1981 to 1987,
the White House cut virtually all federal funding for building or "rehabbing" low-income
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housing. Federal s_upport for low-income housing dropped from 32-hillion -to- 9- billion
-- ---- ------
(Kozel, 1988a; Housi.ng Now!, 1989). Co~sequently, there are few incentives for
landlords or builders to offer affordable housing.
The other side of the problem is the recent 'increase in the percentage of U.S. citizens
living at or below the poverty level. This percentage exceeded 20% up through the sixties,
but had fallen to 14.7% by 1966, and to 12.6% by 1970. The rate hovered between
12.6% and 11.1 % throughout the 1970's with no obvious trend in either direction.
Subsequently, in 1980, the poverty rate rose to 13.0%, the highest figure recorded since
1969, and has continued to climb since: to 14.0% in 1981, to 15% in 1982 and to 15.2% in
1983, higher even than the 1966 figure (Wright and Lam, 1987:213). The current figure is
12.8 %, in 1989 (World Almanac, 1991). For further reading on beliefs about the poor
and welfare spending see Klugel (1987).
According to Wright and Lam (see Marcuse, 1988a) the number of those living below
the poverty line increased by 36% over roughly six years, while the number of housing
units at rents they could afford decreased by 30%. These are conservative figures which
assume that 40% of a family's income can be used for rent (when in fact not more than
25% to 30% of income should be allocated for housing).
Another factor contributing to the homeless problem, as Chester Hartman has
observed, is the unique nature of the housing commodity, which one has to pay for well in
advance. While one pays for items such as food only a short time before it is consumed,
housing is a non-divisible and not easily adjustable expenditure and must be paid on the
first day of the rental period (Kozel, 1988a).
Yet another factor popularly cited as being the cause of homelessness in the early
1980's was de-institutionalization of mental patients (Wright and Lam, 1987). Even today,
the homeless are portrayed as individuals who have mental problems (Bassuk, 1984;
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Holden, 1986; Wyatt~ -1986; Benda, 1987; Momeni, 1989},-q:; the per son- standing on
the street corner muttering to him or herself or yelling at passers-by. De-institutionalization
was undertaken in the mid 1960's. At that time, the hope was to provide, through
reintegration into normal communities, a better long-range future for those with mental
disabilities. From 1965 to 1980 over 60,000 patients were released from New York state
institutions alone. Nationally, the figure is estimated at 366,000 between 1955 and 1975
(Marcuse, 1988a, 1988b). The figures indicate, however, that only a small percentage of
the homeless are de-institutionalized mental health patients (Snow and Anderson, 1986),
since the total number of homeless persons in the United States is estimated at 3 million, or
1.2 % of the population (Gorder, 1992; World Almanac, 1991).
In order to cope with the problem of the lack of affordable housing, many individuals
or families "double up." For example, according to one survey of families in the Head
Start program 25% share housing; 77% of these families state that they share to "cut the
costs of renting" (House of Representatives, 1987). Yet even with "doubling up" the
number of tenant evictions has risen dramatically. For instance, in 1983, in New York
City, which then had a total of nearly two million rental units, there were almost half a
million legal actions for evictions. Half of these actions were against people on welfare,
four fifths of whom were paying rents above the maximum allowed by welfare (Fabricant,
1987b). Such a high eviction rate is disturbing since, once evicted, where do these
individuals end up? Furthermore, once an individual or family has been evicted re-entry
into the housing market is expensive, since a one or two month security deposit is required
by most landlords - money whi~h someone living on the edge of poverty does not have.
2.4 The Number and Composition of the Homeless Population
Another area that has been the focus of a lot of attention in the literature has been the
.demographics of the homeless (House of Representatives, 1987; Briscoe, 1988; Burt and
14
Cohen, 1989; Walker, 1989). Various methods have been used to come up with an
accurate estimate on the number of homeless, each yielding different results, based perhaps
in part on the agenda of the agencies conducting the surveys. The Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), for example, estimated that there are approximately
250,000 to 300,000 homeless. This however, was found to be a gross underestimation by
the Committee for Creative Non-Violence, who have estimated the number of homeless to
be 3 million. The late Mitch Snyder of this committee, based in Washington D.C.,
believed that one percent of the population in the United States is homeless (Gorder, 1982:
World Almanac,1991).
Another question often addressed in the literature is what types of individuals
constitute the homeless. According to the U.S. Conference of Mayors, a survey of 29
cities found that the "most significant difference" in the homeless population is the growing
number of families with children. Indeed, this is the fastest growing segment, constituting
38 to 50 percent of America's homeless. These are one-or two-parent families with
children. Some are unemployed, others are underemployed. Most have been evicted from
their homes. Some are former factory workers whose jobs have been terminated due to
economic changes, while others are displaced middle-aged homemakers with teenage
children who have been abandoned by male breadwinners. Yet another group is made up
of young women whose boyfriends have deserted them (Gorder, 1982; First et aI., 1988).
As previously discussed, another segment of the homeless population that has
received a lot of attention are the mentally ill. There are differing estimates on the actual
number of homeless who can be characterized as mentally ill, since the definition of mental
illness varies among researchers. The estimates on how large this segment is ranges from
one-tenth to one-third of the total homeless population (Gorder, 1982; Snow et al., 1986;
Holden, 1986; Benda, 1987). Many are victims of de-institutionalization and have
nowhere to tum for adequate heip. The community-sponsored programs which were
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2.5 OUf Response to the Homeless
Probably our first response to the homeless was denial - that there really wasn't a
problem. Then we went to blaming the victim, insinuating that they were somehow
different from the rest of us, either crazed, alcoholic, or just plain lazy. After it became
apparent to service providers that the roots of homelessness were structural, certain
individuals took steps to provide some relief to this segment of the population.
In our society the most common response to the problem to date has been to set up
shelters (Fabricant, 1987). While these shelters offer varying degrees of protection from
the elements, sleeping arrangements, food or other support services, "the shelter" is
simply a band-aid solution. It does not address the factors which cause homelessness, as
previously discussed.
According to Fabricant (1987), the circumstance of poverty or homelessness has been
reduced to moral formulations which were fashioned centuries ago. He sees the
. establishment of shelters as recreating the "gift relationship" which characterizes the worthy
poor as passive, grateful, and spiritually saint-like. Fabricant also cites the excessive
responsibility which has been placed on private individuals and church groups to provide
programs for the homeless, when that responsibility rightly belongs to society as a whole,
i.e., the Federal, state and local governments.
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Indeed, the maj-ority of shelters -have been· established by either religigus
organizations or private parties. Some shelters (i.e., those that are sponsored by religious
organizations as well those that are Federally funded) have been exemplary in their
treatment of the homeless, while others produce horrors - those which have occurred in
the welfare hotels of New York City, for example, have been well documented (Kozol,
1988a, 1988b).
There are two common types of shelters. The emergency overnight shelter, "which
provides shelter on a night to night basis" and the transitional shelter, "which provides
more stable housing over a period of weeks or months" (McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983).
The emergency overnight shelter typically requires each guest to leave the shelter each
day, usually after a morning meal. This particular operating principle has its historical
roots in the nineteenth century missions. The assumption is that it is healthier for men to be
given an inducement to go out and find work (McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983). It is thought
that if conditions are made too pleasant a shelter will act as a magnet to individuals who are
not really homeless, and will also encourage users to stay longer than necessary. The
following are some key characteristics of emergency overnight shelters as described in
McGerigle and Lauriat's More Than Shelter: A Community Response to Homelessness:
1) During the day guests are required to leave the facility.
Many of these shelters are staffed by volunteers with a
minimal number of paid staff. Closing the shelter for part of
the day reduces the need to recruit volunteers to cover those
hours and gives paid staff time to perform the necessary
administrative tasks. It also greatly simplifies the task of
cleaning the building, changing sheets and doing other such
tasks.
2) Most emergency shelters will not accept children.
3) Most emergency shelters assign beds randomly so that
guests sleep in a different location within the shelter each
night (McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983: 21).
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Transitional housing, on the other hand, isa term used to denote facilities in which an
individual or family may stay until they find permanent housing. This period of time can
be anywhere from a few weeks to eight or nine months. The central characteristics of
transitional housing or shelter is as follows:
1) They are organized in such a way as to provide guests with
an orderly, predictable, and stable environment. Each guest
is assigned his or her own bed which is retained for the
length of their stay. Guests are encouraged not to leave their
belongings in the shelter when they go out and are not
required to leave the shelter after breakfast each day,
although in practice they are encouraged to do so.
2) of these shelters accept women and children.
3) In most of these shelters a plan is made with the guest which
is tailored to individual or family needs and capabilities.
One of the central goals of this plan is to help him/her obtain
permanent -housing.
4) most of these shelters guests are expected to conform to
the mles of behavior which are established and enforced by
meetings in which both staff and guests participate
(McGerigle and Lauriat, 1983: 22).
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3 HISTORY OF THE CENTER CITY MINISTRY'S SHELTER
./
3.1 History of CCM
The Center City Ministry's shelter (CCM), which is also referred to as CCM's
Hospitality House, has its own unique history (see Appendix B). CCM refers to an
ecumenical group founded by seven area churches (Central Moravian, Christ U.C.C.,
Salem Lutheran, St. John's United Methodist, Trinity Episcopal, Trinity U.C.C. and
Wesley United). This group of churches came together in 1984 to form what CCM's
executive director, Reverend JoClare calls an agreement or "covenant." The aim of this
covenant was to accomplish certain goals which could be more easily accomplished by the
churches collectively rather than individually.
According to Rev. JoClare (Hartsig, 1987), in 1985 CCM developed a pilot project
which would provide shelter for the area's homeless. It was proposed that each of the
seven churches would consecutively provide an area which would serve as a temporary
shelter for a one month period. Each month therefore, the temporary shelter had to move
to a new church location.
The need for shelter became apparent through volunteers' efforts at the Trinity
Episcopal Soup Kitchen. Through the volunteers' association with the guests it had been
discovered that "many of the guests spent the latter part of each month on the streets when
their checks ran out. Some individuals simply had no place to live after their building was
gentrified or after having experienced a family disruption." It was learned that these people
had no "last resort," or "back up" system, ~o cushion to soften the fall as they slipped
through the cracks of the community (Hartsig, 1987).
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In January of 1985, Trinity Episcopal Church temporarily opened its doors to the
homeless. Rev. JoClare described the shelter's early beginnings as follows: "It was a
poor move administratively, because we had not made prepar~tions for the new guests,
e.g., they had few volunteers, no blankets, no beds, etc. The decision to open the
church's door to the homeless was made however, because it wasn't just a matter of giving
these people a place to stay, it was a matter of them dying,withollt it" (Hartsig, 1987).
After a month at this location the Emergency Overnight Shelter moved to another location
- "beginning what the shelter proudly calls its Exodus Experience." From February,
1985 to April, 1987 L~e Overnight Shelter moved thirteen times (Hartsig, 1987).
As a result of its pilot project CCM decided to find a building which would serve as a
permanent location the shelter. In April of 1987, CCM moved into its permanent
location in the New Bethany Ministries building on the south side of the city. While the
building is owned by New Bethany Ministries, CCM has a contract for the use of the first
floor. "Fortunately, both organizations have parallel goals - serving homeless families
and individuals, respectively. This fact has been of mutual benefit for both organizations
as well as the guests who utilize the New Bethany "Drop-in Center" as a place to go after
having to leave the Emergency Shelter. The only thing separating the Emergency Shelter
from the Drop-in Center is a door. The Drop-in Center is open for everyone to use from
7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., after which it is solely open for use by the Emergency Shelter
residents.
While I have just described CCM and New Bethany Ministries, two important service
providers for the homeless, there are seven other organizations which provide emergency
shelter or affordable housing to the homeless in the Lehigh Valley (see Appendix C for a
list of agencies and Lehigh Valley Shelter Census). While I have not studied the other
shelters or housing providers in great detail, it would appear that CCM is unique in several
aspects. First, CCM is smaller in size, allowing greater personal interaction between all the
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elements witnln the sheiterandgreater flexibility in addressing special~eeds. Also, CCM
does not require church attendance, as do some of the other shefiers.- -
3.2 Groups within the Shelter
Upon coming to the shelter, it is difficult to distinguish who belongs to which of the
three groups identified in the shelter. This difficulty arises from the fact that guests, staff,
and volunteers dress similarly (i.e., they all dress casually) and that these three groups
often interact freely with each other. Some difficulty in making distinctions may also result
from the fact that the members of all three groups vary in age, from as young as 18 up to
76 years of age. Finally, there are some former residents who are now staff members.
While the shelter prides itself on the fact that it is difficult to make distinctions
visually, because"unity is the focus, this has, ironically, presented a problem on at least one
occasion. One evening, one of the overnight staff was startled when the police (who at the
time did not have a search warrant) somehow entered the shelter in search of a particular
individual. When this staff person stated that the individual in question was not at the
shelter, he was at first ignored. Later the police stated that they had ignored the staff
person because they thought he was a guest. (While the police have asked the staff to wear
name tags they have been reluctant to do so.)
Even though distinctions are difficult to make visually upon entering the shelter, such
difficulty disappears if one spends some time there. As with any organization, there is a
hierarchy which exists within the shelter. At the top of the hierarchy is the staff, next in
line are the volunteers, followed by the guests.
3.2.1 Staff
During my period of observation, there were two full-time and six pan-time staff
persons. The two full-time staff persons are Rev. laClare, the executive director, and
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Judy, the office manager. The six individuals who work on a piit-time basis have
responsibility for covering two shifts, both on weekdays and weekends. The first shift is
that of "greeter", while the latter is the overnight shift. The greeters' official hours at the
shelter are from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. (although they often end up staying later). They have
the responsibility of welcoming guests, making sure that guests sign in and registering any
new guests arriving at the shelter. The sign-in sheet allows the staff to'know who will be
spending the night and also allows the staff to keep statistics on the number of individuals
using the shelter (these statistics are used by the Coalition on Affordable Housing to
estimate the number of homeless in the Lehigh Valley, see Appendix C).
The greeter also has the responsibility of making sure that the two volunteers who are
to prepare the evening meal have arrived. In certain instances when neither volunteer
shows up, the greeter calls the volunteer coordinator in an attempt to quickly get someone
else as a replacement. If no replacement can be found the greeter may have to prepare the
meal. The greeter also runs the house meeting. This is a forum in which guests can air
their opinions about what's going on in the shelter, Le., problems, concerns, etc.
The overnight shift, 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. is usually covered by Carla or Mark (on
occasion the staff also take turns covering the overnight shift). The duty of the overnight
staff is to "act as a presence" in the evening and be with the guests, i.e., to talk, listen, etc.
The overnight person sees that the lights are out at 11:00 p.m. (12:00 p.m. on weekends)
and has the responsibility of waking up the guests at 6:00 a.m., making sure that everyone
is out of the dorm by 7:00 a.m.
If an agency referral occurs during the night, or someone shows up at the door, the
overnight person's responsibility is first to make sure the guest is allowed at the shelter,
(i.e., he/she has not been banned from the shelter on some previous occasion for
unacceptable behavior). If there is room at the shelter and the guest is accepted, the
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overnight person will register the individual, provide him or her with something to eat, and
preIJtiW a J}lace for them to sle~. W~ th~ rnajority of-the people who-are acceptedin the
middle of the night are agency referrals, other individuals in a state of crisis are also
accepted. On occasion, an individual is told to come back the next day to talk to the office
manager (since an individual has ample time to register earlier in the evening).
It is the full-time staff, in conjunction with its board members, who are responsible
for the administration of the shelter.
3.2.2 Volunteers
The shelter has over 300 volunteers who are primarily recruited by word of mouth. I
classify the volunteers as second in the hierarchy because they have the power to enforce
the rules of the shelter. For example, if a volunteer decides that an individual has been
drinking, he or she can have that guest ejected from the shelter. One could argue that the
guests also have the power to have someone ejected from the shelter; however, they must
go to either a staff person or volunteer who then decides on a course of action.
According to the shelter's guidelines the most important task associated with being a
volunteer is, "offering presence," i.e., just being there and being available for
conversation. This is in addition to preparing or helping to prepare the evening meal
(although there are times when a guest or a number of guests prepare the evening meal).
According to JoClare, in certain instances volunteers have not been able to fulfill what was
expected of them. For example, one group of individuals who volunteered together
wouldn't let any of the guests in the kitchen and did not want to interact with the guests
(thus violating the rule of providing hospitality) - they had volunteered simply because
they had felt it was their Christian duty to do so. According to JoClare, "we had to ask
them not to volunteer." This however is the exception rather than the rule.
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The volunteers' effons are managed by a volunteer coordinato!__ This individual
makes sure that each month there are voluriteers covering each night. If there aren't enough
people signed up on the calendar (located in the shelter's office), it is the volunteer
coordinator's job to call people and ask them to volunteer.
The reasons cited for volunteering are many. Some individuals state that they became
involved in volunteering through their church, Le., when their church served as one of the
original temporary sponsors at which time the pastor had made the congregation aware of
the opponunity to volunteer. Many individuals cited feeling the need to share because they
were more fonunate. Other individuals suddenly have the desire to volunteer around the
holidays.
Due to the shelter's proximity to the Lehigh University campus and to the effons of
Kelly, an energetic and committed student at Lehigh, many Lehigh students also became
volunteers. "A group of approximately 50 to 100 students actively volunteer to cook
meals, greet guests or help in some other capacity at the shelter" (Leight, 1990).
Volunteers also come from other student programs. For example, a group of seminarians
from an area hospital volunteered during the summer as pan of their training. These
seminary students interned at St. Lukes Hospital during the day, and at night some of them
volunteered at the shelter. This arrangement may have resulted from the shelter's affiliation
with the hospital, according to one student.
Many individuals who volunteer at the shelter have done previous volunteer work in
some capacity. One couple previously has worked with the homeless. Others find out
about the shelter through a friend or relative. One mother came to the shelter with ~er
daughter, who was doing a research paper on the shelter, and subsequently became a
volunteer. One woman stated her reason for volunteering was: "It provides a sense of
balance."
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The backgr{)OO(i oftheYQlunJeers,as one !Djgl1tgu~ss, isguite varied - ran.ging
-
from students to professors to doctors. Some indfviduafS ate new recruits while others
have volunteered since the beginning. While some individuals are "regulars," others
volunteer less frequently; nonetheless, all the volunteers are vital to the functioning of the
shelter, since the staff would be sorely overburdened without them. While volunteers are
encouraged to bring family members as well as other friends to the shelter, they are asked
not to bring their young children to the shelter, since it has been found that this can be a
painful reminder of the guests' own children, from whom they are separated.
3.2.3 Guests
The next individuals in the shelter's hierarchy are the guests. The guests at the shelter
range from 18 to 76 years of age (there are no accommodations for children within the
-
shelter and the minimum required age for a guest is 18). CCM provides for approximately
800 homeless adults per year and it has the capacity for 22 guests. "That translates into
6,000 sets of sheets and 15,000 meals" (Hartsig, 1989b). According to the Coalition on
Affordable Housing (1989) the nine shelters in the Lehigh Valley housed 3,456 individuals
(see Appendix C for a list of the other area shelters).
In talking to the guests, one finds that they have ended up at the shelter for various
reasons. An individual who is "just on the edge and barely making it," for example, may
experience a crisis. If this is coupled with the lack of affordable housing and other
personal problems, he or she ends up at the shelter. According to Hagen (1987) reasons
for homelessness include the following (although I prefer to view these as precipitating
events):
• Unemployment
• Runawayffhrowaway youth
• Eviction
• Difficult Interpersonal Relationships
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• Domestic Violence
• Emotional Disturbance
• Mental Illness
• Jail Release
• Drug Abuse
• Akohol Abuse
• Developmental Disability
• Hospital Release
Guests at the shelter experience these events or fall into one or more of these
categories; many of these reasons overlap. If we look at the Lehigh Valley Shelter Census
(consisting of data gathered from 9 area shelters from July 1990 to June 1991, see
Appendix C), we find that the most reported reasons for leaving one's last permanent
residence were a) a hospital discharge, 16.2%, (either for medical reasons resulting from
or being exacerbated by homelessness, or substance abuse) and (b) family disruption, e.g.,
the death or illness of a family member, job loss, etc.
The next most frequent reasons for leaving one's permanent address are (a)
uninhabitable or condemned property, 12.9%, b) "doubling up," 12.7% and (c) non-
payment of rent 11.7%. Both "doubling up" and non-payment of rent were likely to result
in being "kicked out" or eviction. While the Lehigh Valley Census cites a hospital
discharge and family disruption as being the two most prominent reasons for why
homeless individuals leave their last permanent address, the literature suggests that
"doubling up", eviction and family disruption (in that order) are most often cited as
precipitating events (Phillips et al. 1988)
If we look at CCM, we find that the shelter has a slightly higher percentage of
substance abusers (50-60 percent versus the national average of approximately 33%),
because of its reputation of providing a supportive environment for individuals who are
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· --.S.e_eking tQ. overcome their addictions. According to loClare (Hartsig, 1989a) people are
The shelter also has a significant number of veterans, some being Vietnam Veterans.
This results in part from the fact that CCM receives funding for ve.terans from the Veterans
Administration. According to Wright (1988) most homeless veterans are drawn from the
lower socioeconomic strata, having enlisted to obtain "long term economic advantages."
The fact that Vietnam-era veterans do tend to be overrepresented among the homeless is not
surprising and is supported by the literature. About one in five service-related disabilities
are sufficiently serious to prevent them from working; service-related psychiatric
difficulties, while not always disabling, are also widespread. Post-traumatic syndrome
may be the most common psychiatric problem among the Vietnam Veterans (Wright,
1988).
If we look at the length of guests' stay at CCM, one finds that it varies. During my
period of observation, one individual had been at the shelter for 11 months and had just
moved out of the shelter as I concluded my period of observation. According to the Lehigh
Valley Shelter Census (see Appendix C), the average shelter stay was 19 days.
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OF SHELTER
4.1 PhllOso~m, of the Shelter
According to Erving Gotln1an (1961), organizations prescribe a world and generate
assumptions about the identity of their participants. This "world" and its assumptions can
be more closely examined by looking at the meanings, both implicit and explicit, of an
organization's philosophy and structure.
The stated philosophy of the shelter as I learned it from my interviews with the
vfu-i.ouS staff persons at is that it is a temporary, overnight shelter which provides a
warm, safe, structured, environment. It is a place to be nourished, to sleep, and also a
place to work through problems which have resulted in an individual becoming homeless.
This philosophy explicitly makes it clear to the guests that living in the shelter is a
temporary 3.liangement, i.e., this is not a place to be called home and they are still in fact
"homeless" even though they have shelter. The philosophy also stipulates or includes what
Goffman (1961) refers to as the "standards of welfare" or what a guest can expect "while
he or she is engaged in the activity of the organization." For example, guests will be
provided with overnight accommodations; they are also provided with a warm, safe
environment, as well as nourishment. The implicit assumption is that these are items which
g
the homeless need (and, perhaps we could infer, that any human being should be entitled
to).
4.1.1 Hospitality
We find further insight into the philosophy of the shelter by looking at why the staff
refers to the shelter as "Hospitality House." One finds that "hospitality" connotes a
religious meaning. According to Hartsig (l989b), hospitality was seen by the early
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Hebrew and Greek cultures as one of the moral pill~~of civilization, and was obligatol}'__ --
for the person of~- If a stran~~i appeared at the oooraTdusk,tnenostwas obliged to
feed him and provide him with a place to sleep. To refuse to offer hospitality was an
,
affront to God and perhaps f~tal to the stranger (because of the conditions associated With
the desert climate of that time and place). JoClare asserts that hospitality is a word that
challenges us to gfow and be open to another human being. In early times it also involved
an exchange, i.e., in exchange for food and safe lodging, a stranger, who was becoming
less strange by the minute, was expected to tell a story and in some way confer a blessing
on the house (Hartsig, 1989b).
While I have discussed the meaning the shelter attaches to the word hospitality, I
would like to pay brief attention to the word home. The staff at the shelter attempt to
promote a "heme-like" atmosphere. According to the them, the word "home" implies
privacy. Efforts to insure this privacy have included barring the press from interviewing
and videotaping guests (a practice not followed by some other area shelters). According to
Hartsig (1989a) - "the shelter is not a zoo." On one occasion,~ the media's dislike of
and/or disagreement with the shelter's policy led to their not showing any of the scenes
they had filmed at the shelter, because they had not been allowed to film individuals.
While privacy is the ideal, some groups are allowed to tour the shelter in an effort to
educate the community on the plight of the homeless. One afternoon, JoClare talked to a
teenage youth group, explaining the philosophy and function of the shelter. Upon their
arrival, JoClare brought the group back to the sleeping quarters of the guests. She
explained that she usually brings people back to the dOTIns because the drop-in center area
is the guests' living room. Later however. during her presentation to the youth group, she
did in fact bring them through the drop-in center area. Interestingly, on this occasion a
young women named Micky, who had been staying at the shelter and had been listening to
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JoClare's discussion, offered the following account of her own t:!xperlence of what it is like
to be homeless, later explaining that she had wanted to try and help them to understand:
Micky started by agreeing with JoClare about the mental and
emotional setbacks that the homeless experience, stating this
hampered her and her boyfriend in finding shelter and in
obtaip.ing and keeping a job. She also mentioned that there
are physical setbacks that accompany being homeless. For
example, Micky stated that they would sleep from ll:oo
p.m. to 2:00 a.m. at which time they would wake up from
being so cold (this was during the couple of weeks that the
temperatures dropped to below freezing). After waking up
Micky and her boyfriend were able to go to a local coffee
shop and have two to three cups of coffee, since they had a
"tab" and were "in good" (on friendly terms) with the
owners.
Because of the cold weather and the fact that they slept
outside, she stated that she often woke up feeling numb from
her elbows to her hands, including her feet. She stated that
even after drinking three cups of coffee she still felt cold.
"When you live in the street you don't eat right, you don't
feel good physically, you might have to ask for food or
money, and you don't feel good about yourself." "You
can't take a shower or wash your clothes, and you can't go
(looking) for a job." All of these factors combine to keep an
individual homeless.
Micky spoke of not knowing which problem to address first.
She described having emergency food stamps for both
herself and her boyfriend. On one occasion, they had
approximately $115 worth of food stamps. They had eaten a
meal consisting of two "subs" after which they had $97 left
over. Later they found out that they had misplaced this
money. She described having an opportunity to go to the
food bank once every thirty days (although I would imagine
if you are homeless you can't carry a lot of food with you).
She also described the fear and misunderstanding that she
and her boyfriend encountered. "If you go find a place to
warm up it's difficult - people don't like it if you trespass.
People also become frightened if they see someone sleeping
in a corner." Likewise, she and her boyfriend became
skeptical. Micky described how her feet became swollen
and painful because she constantly had to have her shoes on.
"Yet you can't go to a doctor because you don't have
money." Finally, she had to go to the hospital to have her
foot treated, and subsequently was referred to the shelter by
the hospital. (Note: While Micky relayed her experience to
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the group of teenagers her body shook with emotion. She
later said she was scared and didn't know if theyundersteod
her, but she had noticed their reactions of surprise when she
stated that she had been on the street for five months)
(Fieldnotes, 1989: Y-9).
4.1.2 Accommodations
The overnight accommodations consist of two dormitory-like rooms' (see Figure 1).
One room is for the male guests and the other for female guests, (the shelter accommodates
18 men and 4 women). The male guests have a single shower and bathroom designated as
theirs and, likewise, the women have their own facilities. Thus, respect for gender
differences is reflected in the shelter's accommodations. Interestingly, the guests are also
very conscious of gender differences. For example, even though the male guests
outnumber the female guests by about 4 to 1, many male guests are reluctant to use the
women's shower (although some do) and are even more reluctant to use the women's
bathroom. It seems that within the shelter there are the same invisible boundaries that exist
in other public facilities. This is in contrast to the fact that bathroom designations based on
gender differences do not exist in people's homes.
Food __
SlOrl.ge
Area Kilchcn
omce
••••Mens Dorm
Figure 1 - Floor Plan of the Shelter
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4.1.3 Safety of Persons and Things
The staff has endeavored to make the shelter a safe environment. For example, it is
explicitly stated in the rules that weapons are prohibited. Violence of any kind is also
prohibited. If an individual becomes violent, provokes a fight, or exhibits overt aggressive
behavior towards other individuals within the shelter, he or she is likely to be asked to
leave. In short, sanctions exist to deal with inappropriate behavior. These sanctions are
carried out either by the staff or the volunteers. The guests, on the whole appear to identify
with the need for prohibiting violence within the shelter. The few outbursts that I did
observe seemed to put everyone on edge both during and after the incident.
The shelter also tries to promote a safe environment for the guests' belongings.
When an individual lives in their own home, the security of his or her belongings is
-
generally taken for granted. Yet within the shelter fear of having one's possessions stolen
is realistic, since theft has occurred within the shelter. Realizing the guests' fears and the
reality of the theft, the shelter has made provisions which allow guests to safeguard their
few small belongings. In 1988, the shelter acquired lockers with grant money that had
been given specifically to buy material goods for the shelter. These lockers are located in
the dorms and are attached to the beds. While the lockers have no locks they still allow the
guests to have all their belongings together out of sight and in one place. As a further
precaution, the dorms are locked during the day, making it unlikely that one's things will
be stolen. One drawback however, is that if you forget something you will have to ask a
staff person to allow you to go back into the dorm room. While technically no one is
allowed back into the dorm area until the shelter opens at approximately 3:00 p.m.
exceptions are often made. Finally, gu~sts are allowed to keep valuables as well as
medications in the staffs office to prevent theft or loss.
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The reality of needing to keep an eye on one's belongingswas_!!1ade--fleart~un~~hen_ _
my bookbag, containing an aT my field notes, was s-toIei1Tsee-Chapier 8). Luckily,
through the efforts of several guests it was retrieved. Further evidence of the guests' safety
concerns is the fact that when guests leave the sh~lter they often speak of looking forward
to having a place to put their belongings without having to worry about them.
4.1.4 Nourishment
Another "standard of welfare" in shelter ideology is nourishment. While the guests
could very well prepare their own meals, the social structure of the shelter is set up so that
volunteers are primarily responsible for preparing and serving food to the guests. It should
be noted however, that one or two of the guests that stayed at the shelter had been chefs
and did prepare meals on occasion for the guests, e.g., volunteering to prepare Saturday
morning's breakfast.
The shelter philosophy advocates that meals be prepared by the volunteers for several
reasons. First and most importantly, the act of preparing a meal gives the volunteers
"something to do" - Le., an excuse to be acting within the shelter. According to JoClare
(Hartsig, 1992), many individuals feel a certain amount of anxiety when initially coming to
the shelter. Since many of our society's cultural rituals center around food, meal
preparation acts as a convenient vehicle for facilitating interaction and socialization between
the volunteers and the guests. Other practical reasons for having the volunteers prepare the
evening meal involve the need to feed several people. It is easier and a better use of
resources to fix one meal for all of the guests rather than having everyone fix their own
meal. Eating together also provides a sense of "togetherness" or unity as well as structure,
i.e., everyone knows that they will be eating at approximately the same time every night.
Finally, the use of volunteers negates the necessity of maintaining a paid staff to prepare
meals. Another issue involved with food itself is that it is a commodity that can be sold on
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the streets, thc;retol:e access to the and freezer is limited placing a lock on
areas where food is stored.
Asa of ad'ioc:atJ.ng on of the homeless, shelter encourages community
about homelessness.
em-
The shelter states that it is a ·where a homeless can go to resolve some
of the issues that their becoming homeless. According to Donna, the
one is ever '''''1''<'1'1'' homeless. There are always other issues
, a woman domestic violence)." According to JoClare, the
homeless are ",..-,ri'HY1P'"
- they simply have less of a cushion to fall back
on." In order to address the UHLLvU'"'V0 that have resulted in a person becoming homeless
or problems as a of homelessness, the shelter requires
Ilve after arriving at the shelter a guest must meet with the case
manager. This grace is so the individual can adjust to the perhaps
unfarniliar setting the shelter, and because many individuals coming to the shelter are in a
state of crisis and need a to rest. At this meeting Donna and the guest draw up a
plan action, (e.g., to apply for disability benefits).
One of the stipulations for being able to remain at the shelter is that a guest must work
on resolving his or her problems. While this stipulation is made clear, some guests choose
not to work on these, seeming to merely utilize the shelter as a means of having a place to
stay and a meal to eat for as long as they can. In such an instance, a guest chooses not to
take on the identity that the shelter has defined for its participants: that of someone utilizing
the resources that are available to resolve their personal issues. Since "a person is never
asked to do something that he or she cannot, presumably, accomplish," individuals who
choose not to try to resolve their problems are not allowed to stay at the shelter for very
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-------- - -----long (Hartsig,1JJ2). Allowing a person" to simply stay at CCMis seen as enabling the
individual to remain homeless by condoning the individual's lack of effort in changing his
or her situation. If an individual is not willing to make the necessary effort, there are other
individuals who would be, since there is usually a waiting list of people waiting to gain
access to the shelter. (At times, as many as 30 individuals have been on the waiting list.)
While most guests are initially allowed to stay at the shelter fot two weeks, many in
fact end up staying longer. The duration of a guest's stay is determined on a case-by-case
basis. Some individuals may stay for only a couple of days while others may stay for a
couple of months. Fourteen months has been the longest period of time that a guest has.
stayed at the shelter. Those who stay at the shelter for more than two weeks are "waiting
for something to happen." For example, they may be waiting for a Social Security
Disability ruling on whether or not they will receive benefits, a process which can take up
to eight or nine months, or they may be awaiting a legal settlement, or public housing
(which is assigned on a lottery basis and can take up to several years).
The purpose of the shelter is defined in biblical terms reflecting the shelter's religious
orientation. For example, according to JoClare, the shelter functions to provide "Sabbath"
and "Restoration." "Sabbath" used in this context means that the shelter is a place of
refuge; where one can try and relax. This term reflects the shelter's awareness that when
individuals come to the shelter they are usually in a state of crisis. Some individuals arrive
at the shelter after having lived on the street. Oftentimes, the transition to the shelter
requires a guest to adjust to a structured environment. It is for this reason, as previously
stated, that the new guests don't immediately have to meet with the case manager.
JoClare uses the term "Restoration" to refer to the restoration of entitlements. Many
people who come to the shelter have not received the benefits to which they are entitled.
These benefits may include disability benefits, Aid to Families with Dependent Children
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(AFDC), food stamPs, etc. This may result from ignorance, distrust of and frustration
with the weW-are syStem, or language difficulnes. Benefits may have been stopped because
of bureaucratic "red tape," or because individuals are no longer thought to need benefits.
CCM informs its guests what benefits they are en~itled to, and where to go in order to get
the appropriate fOnTIs, as well as providing help in filling out the forms if necessary.
Guests are also provided with tips on how to "talk smart" (or how to say what's
appropriate) so that they don't jeopardize getting their benefits by saying the wrong thing.
The shelter also allows guests to use its address, since in order to receive government
benefits one needs to have a permanent address.
Interestingly, while CCM is a religious organization, the shelter does not stipulate that
its guests must go to church, or be of a particular religious affiliation. This is an important
distinction since seme of the other area shelters require church attendance. If an individual
wants information regarding church attendance or religious instruction, it is available upon
request. Also, there are Bibles and other religious reading materials located on the
bookshelves that can be picked up by anyone. The fact that the shelter does not require an
individual to convert to its particular denomination's beliefs reflects the shelter's implicit
philosophy of an individual's right to freedom of choice and self-determination. The
shelter's ministry is to provide the "standards of welfare" described above, but it does not
require conversion or religious participation on the part of the individuals it serves. This is
contrary to the situation in our society as a whole, in which on conformity may be the price
paid for care and concern.
4.2 Rules of the Shelter
Guests are required to participate in the shelter's exchange, at least to a limited degree
because every guest must adhere to the house rules (see Appendix A). Upon arrival at the
shelter, a guest must read the rules and agree to adhere to them by signing what is referred
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to as the CCM House Contract. Let's briefly look at the rules and how they have evutved .
and changed over time.
The ordering of behavior and social relationships in a predictable way makes up the
social structure of an organization. The social structure of the shelter is reflected in its
philosophy as well as the rules it stipulates. As stated previously the shelter is a structured
environment. This is especially important because the lives of most of the homeless could
be characterized as lacking structure.
Strangers coming to the shelter initially have no commitment to the shelter other than
their own well-being; however, the shelter tries symbolically to gain some form of
commitment by having the newly arrived guests sign the house contract. As a result of
signing the house contract, new guests are immediately made aware of what is considered
appropriate and inappropriate behavior.
In congruence with the philosophy of the shelter, the rules seem designed to promote
the safety of and respect for the guests. For example, the use of alcohol and drugs is
prohibited. This makes sense, since some people become violent when they use drugs or
alcohol. In addition, the shelter strives to provide an environment which is supportive of
individuals trying to overcome substance abuse problems. Weapons as well as abusive
language, fighting, or creating a disturbance are also prohibited in the shelter.
~
Smoking within the shelter is limited to certain areas for fire-hazard reasons. This is
a convenience that was not available when the shelter resided at area churches. Previously,
people had to go outside to smoke.
Another rule stipulates that guests will not -open the door for anyone when it is
already locked, since prior experience has shown that some guests try to sneak into the
shelter, especially after having been drinking. By arranging to have someone let them in an
intoxicated guest can sneak by the staff.
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Lights are-out at 11:00 p.m. in order to helfTenabte tHe- guests towake--up by 6:30
a.m., since they must be out of the shelter by 7:00 a.m. Previously, it was stipulated that
guests could not reserve their own beds, but with the gradual development of the shelter
this rule has changed. Now more than in the past, a guest can designate a space as theirs.
An individual has "his/her own bed" with a locker for their belongings attached to it, and
this is the guest's bed for the duration of their stay at the shelter. If a guest does not return,
however, for two consecutive days, he or she will lose their bed (and presumably their
belongings will be moved). If a guest is working the night shift and will not be able to
register by 9:00 p.m. they may call to reserve a space.
Finally, each of the guests is expected to help clean up after dinner. Each guest is
assigned a chore, whether it be emptying the garbage or doing the dishes. The chores are
rotated on a weekly basis. If someone is absent someone else usually takes responsibility
for seeing that the absent person's chore is done. Guests also help set up for the evening
meal although no one is specifically assigned to do this task.
In essence, the shelter's rules describe the ideal. As is usually the case when many
individuals live together in a group, rules are broken (see reinforcement of non-normative
behavior, p. 50). In some instances the staff have even made exceptions to the rules. For
example, on one occasion a young man who had been staying at the shelter had returned
quite inebriated. Both the other guests and certain staff members were aware that this
individual had been drinking. Yet, rather than asking him to leave he was allowed to stay,
since this incident occurred when the weather had been particularly cold and there was a
fear that he might freeze to death. One could infer that the guests' well-being is the staffs
primary concern, and not a mere mechanical application of rules.
Fortunately, because the shelter is a small organization it has the flexibility to bend or
change the rules when appropriate. This is in contrast with larger organizations where
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rules are more rigid because of amorebureauc:rati~hierarchy. Once I!gain, one can see that
the assumption of a mutual exchange among staff, volunteers, and guests underlies the
rules. This is in contrast to the philosophy of certaip other shelter providers, here and
elsewhere, who say they try to treat their guestS' with dignity and respect by asking no
questions and attaching no strings to the help they offer.
4.3 The House Meeting
The staff at the shelter do elicit the opinions of the guests. This is done both
informally through conversation and formally at the "house meeting," the latter having been
instituted shortly after the shelter arrived at its permanent location. Since many of the
guests stay for longer periods of time (as opposed to some shelters that have different
guests who come and go each evening), they have a greater investment in what goes on at
the shelter. Because of this fact, the staff has instituted the 'house meeting' (Hartsig,
1992). Within this forum, the guests have the opportunity to express their concerns
regarding the operation of, or other issues related to the shelter. While attendance is
strongly encouraged, it is not required since guests may have other evening commitments
(e.g., visiting family or friends, Alcoholics Anonymous meetings, etc.).
Besides giving the guests the opportunity to vent their feelings, the house meeting
also allows the staff to "keep a pulse" on what's going on in the shelter. Any complaints,
suggestions, or problems that surface during Monday's "house meeting" can be dealt with
as soon as Wednesday, after the staff meeting. The house meeting, which is usually held
once a week, occurs during dinner or right after dinner. The guests are aware of most
problems occurring within the shelter since they live there on a daily basis. It is assumed,
therefore, that they should give thefr input on the shelter's operation.
The greeter, who is a staff person, directs these house meetings. Typically, he or she
begins the meeting by introducing himself or herself to any new guests. He or she asks
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everyone in turn to introduce themselves and asks them to describe something positive that
happened to them, either that day or during the previous week. Next, the guests are asked
if there's any old business they would like to discuss from last week's meeting. Usually
no one has anything to say, therefore the greeter as}<s if anyone has anything they wish to
talk about or bring up. At this time the guests have the opportunity to voice their concerns
or complaints.
The guests' complaints usually center around four issues: 1) existing rules, 2)
problems arising out of group living (usually these are respect issues, i.e., guests having
consideration for the comfort and convenience of others), 3) complaints about staff, and 4)
other miscellaneous items.
4.3.1 Complaints About Existing Rules
Complaints about existing rules usually center around time concerns - Why can't
they get up later on the weekends? Why do they have to go to bed at the time stipulated?
Why can't dorms open earlier? etc. Complaints about such rules often arise out of their
sometimes arbitrary application. For example, some staff or volunteers might allow guests
to sleep only until 8:00 a.m. on the weekends, while other staff members or volunteers
might allow guests to "sleep in" a little longer. If an existing rule is in question, the
greeter/mediator usually promises to ask the other staff the reason behind the rule and
discuss whether the rule can be modified.
4.3.2 Respect Issues
The next set of complaints arises out of group living, and these often deal with issues
of respect. Complaints may be made because.certain individuals slam the dorm's door at
night, which wakes everyone up. One guest complained of litter on the bathroom floor.
"People eat raisinettes and leave the wrapper on the floor; all I ask is for you to throwaway
your wrappers." The shower is another area of concern - "people need to move the floor
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mat 2-3 feet out from the shower so that it will stay dry (for the next person). "The-curtain·
is too shon and the floor gets wet." Complaints have also been brought up about the fact
that when a guest buys a food item which is put into the refrigerator he or she returns to get
the item at some later point only to find out that it has been eaten by someone else. The
proposed remedy was to use name stickers, insuring that people would not confuse a
guest's food with the shelter's staples. People not doing their chores was also a common
complaint since this meant that someone else had to "pick up the slack."
4.3.3 Complaints About Staff
These complaints might focus on a specific staff person or several staff members.
For example, one night the group, in a heated exchange, complained about how a particular
staff person conducted the wake up call. Another guest cited being unfairly barred from the
shelter for the night because a staff person thought the individual was "high" (from taking
drugs) when the individual had been on medication. At times the guests' complaints arose
because they simply did not like that particular staff person.
4.3.4 Miscellaneous Complaints
These complaints may include observations or new problems which have arisen. For
example, several of the guests noticed the clothes dryer was taking a long time to dry
clothes. Subsequently, one of the guests proposed several solutions - checking the
heating element, allowing people one and a half hours to do their laundry (longer than the
usually-allowed one hour) or providing an allowance for people to go and dry their clothes
at the laundromat once they had been washed at the shelter. The final result was that the
shelter had to get a new dryer.
One odd request which was brought up at a house meeting was for non-dairy creamer
(Cremora) because one guest stated that he did not like milk. The staff person replied that
milk was used because it was healthier. The guest in turn replied that milk tastes differently
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than cream and ask~ if he could even have cream instead of Cremora. At this point ~ne of
the other guests said: "We serve milk, this is not Hotel Bethlehem." In this instance, one
guest told another that he was out of line.
The general attitude on the part of the guests is that house meetings are something that
they must attend, and one gets the feeling that they want to get it over with as soon as
possible. On several occasions guests expressed negative feelings about the meetings,
saying "I don't see the need for such meetings." One individual likened house meetings to
"a chore. Another guest remarked, "I'm not going to say anything because nothing has
changed since the last meeting and I've been here for two weeks."
The negative feelings expressed by some of the guests with regard to the house
meetings seem to arise because they feel these meetings are ineffective, i.e., the resolution
of a problem often takes time. For example, after much debate over how a problem should
be resolved, the only response from the mediator may be "I'll take that (the problem) to the
staff meeting to see how the issue can be resolved."
While problem resolution is discussed at the weekly meetings, frustration may result
from the fact that everyone is not equally committed to changing their behavior to resolve a
problem. While some guests are committed to making the shelter a better place to live,
others may not be. Further, what may be an important issue to one guest may be
unimportant or seem inappropriate to another guest or the rest of the group.
Finally, some guests dislike the house meeting because it interferes with other things
that they would rather be doing, e.g., watching football.
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5 ROLE BEHAVIOR AND INTERACTION WITHIN THE SHELTER
5.1 Role Behavior
The word hospitality necessitates a host and an individual to be hosted, Le., a
stranger. I have defined the role of host within the context of the shelter as someone who
makes another individual (the guest) feel comfortable and welcome, as well as seeing that
the guest's immediate needs are met. All of these actions would fall under the heading of
hospitality, and would be in addition to the food and shelter which is provided by CCM.
On the other hand, a guest is someone who resides at the shelter and is the recipient of
hospitality.
When looking at who assumes the role of host or guest one finds that in interactions
occurring between the guests (i.e., the shelter residents) and the volunteers, members of
either group can perform the tasks associated with either role. It could be said that the
volunteers and the staff are the fOrInal hosts in the sense that they are expected to be givers
of hospitality. On the other hand, the resident guests could be considered informal hosts in
the sense that they are not expected to be givers of hospitality (Le., it is not in their job
description) but this does occur in many cases. Certain guests make it a habit to help the
volunteers or help make a new guest feel comfortable. Typically they are individuals who
have stayed at the shelter for longer periods of time, e.g., some of the veterans fall into this
category. Thus we have the following social roles:
Staff Host: The staff members officially run the shelter.
They formally establish the rules and see that they are
enforced. When a new guest comes to the shelter a staff
person "welcomes the individual by giving a brief tour of the
facility" and explaining the routine of the shelter.
Guest Host: Resident guests live in the shelter on a daily
basis. It is they who are most familiar with the "goings on"
at the shelter. Often guests serve as hosts by giving
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information/suggestions to newly arriving guests. In
addition, guests often serve as hosts to the volunteers who
come to prepare the evening meal. As stated previously,
they offer to help fix supper, they know where the utensils
are kept, they know what was served for lunch (the same
thing shouldn't be serve twice!), and they know what's
been going on at the shelJer. Oftentimes the guests are as
curious about the volunteers as the volunt,eers are about the
guests. This often leads to an exchange of ideas and
information.
New Guest: The first day an individual arrives he or she is
referred to as a new guest. Upon coming to the shelter a
new guest registers by giving only basic personal
information which would be necessary in the event of an
emergency. He or she also receives a brief tour of the
shelter. According to JoClare, "last night's guest may be
this evening's host."
Volunteer: When an individual first volunteers he or she is
often in the same boat as a new guest - unfamiliar with the
operation of the shelter. For this reason first-time volunteers
work with an individual who has experience. Two
individuals act as volunteers each night. Since guests are
intimately acquainted with the routine of the shelter, as
previously mentioned, guests often act as hosts. Some
volunteers come regularly and develop friendly ties with the
guests. Everyone looked forward to the coming of one
volunteer in particular, since this individual was considered
to be a great cook and regularly went out of her way to cook
elaborate meals for the guests.
Next comes the interaction between the host and the guest. As stated earlier, the
extension of hospitality involves an exchange. The shelter's terms of exchange again make
certain assumptions about human nature. The first assumption that those running the
shelter seem to make is that the guests do indeed have something to exchange, and that
fostering this exchange is very important. One of the practices that fosters such an
exchange is the staffs commitment to knowing the guests by name. JoClare (Hartsig,
1989a) says that although the shelter does not require any legal identification card, it is
good to know what a person prefers to be called. "Many of the homeless have fallen
through the cracks to land on our doorstep, and they are tired of being a number or statistic.
They are pleased to be called by name."
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Knowing someone by name is an important part of interaction; sincewe usYal1¥-use _
--
someone's name to initiate interaction. Most of us can relate to the notion that if someone
calls us by name it feels good. On the other hand, if we forget someone's name, we feel
kind of awkward asking the person's name a second time. This practice is in contrast to
shelters functioning in the light of a belief that the "anonymity and the invisibility fostered
by shelters are comforting to many guests, who spend their days as highly visible social
outcasts" (Bassuk, 1984). On the contrary, I believe that being visible yet treated as
invisible may be experienced as degrading, and may ultimately lead to an individual
withdrawing into himself or herself, not to mention its generating a low self-concept. On
several occasions, guests at CCM have stated that knowing that someone cared and could
be trusted made the difference.
5.2 Interaction
The shelter begins to lay the groundwork for how people should interact through the
philosophy that is advocated and the rules that have been set for the guests to follow.
Interaction, however, is also influenced by the fact that the participants within the shelter
(staff, and volunteers included) have differing backgrounds and experiences. Each
participant comes from his or her own social world which may be shared to varying
degrees with the other members within the shelter. Each individual, therefore, may have
different values and norms than those that exist in the world of the shelter, as well as their
own particular problems. Since guests live within a group setting they have the
opportunity to interact with many individuals. I have chosen to categorize my observations
of interaction as follows:
1) Interaction resulting in the gaining of new insight/self
awareness.
2) Interaction providing posltlve support which relieves
feelings of isolation and loneliness.
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3) Interaction which reinforces nOn.:.normative/devian-t-
behavior.
4) Interaction which reinforces normative/conventional
behavior.
5.2.1 New Insight
During my period of observation at the shelter, I had the opportunity to see how,
through the interaction with others, a guest developed new insights (presumably due to a
different environment). For example, Darlene (not her real name) came to the shelter after
leaving her abusive husband. During the course of her stay at the shelter she had a chance
to interact with men, as well as having the freedom to do some of the things her husband
had never allowed her to do. One such occasion involved Darlene, two other guests and
myself. Wenecided to walk up South Mountain to see the star of Bethlehem. For Darlene,
this was a new experience. She could hardly believe that she had ventured so far from the
shelter. She told us that her husband did not like her leaving the house, always wanting to
know where she was. She stated "my children will never believe me." Even though it was
quite cold and the climb was quite tiring she didn't want to turn back until we had reached
the star - it was as if she wanted to savor the freedom of her new experience.
On a separate occasion, Darlene stated that she liked the people at the shelter - "even
the men - they're really nice." Initially, she admitted that she had been uncomfortable.
Darlene had been in an abusive relationship with her husband, and I knew from our
previous conversations that she was wary of men. After her experiences of interacting with
men at the shelter it seemed as though some of this wariness went away and she felt more
comfortable. It is hard to guess what i~pact, if any, this will have on her relationship with
her husband (she stated that she is not going back this time) or with other men, but it seems
she gained new insight into what she was capable of doing, and into female/male
relationships, while she was in the shelter.
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The example cited above shows how, while an-intli¥idual comes-from hislher own
world, i.e., one having its own particular norms, values and experiences, the shelter
provides its own unique environment, which allows individuals to be exposed to a different
philosophy as well as different experiences through interaction with others. Perhaps
sometimes these experiences serve to change an individual's perception of themselves and
those around them for the better.
5.2.2 Interactions Providing Positive Support
It is clear that most of the guests at the shelter suffer from feelings of loneliness and
isolation, and the feeling that no one cares. This inference is supported by many statements
made by the guests. Indeed, the lack of a supportive family network combined with the
individualistic ideology and culture of our society are, most likely, factors contributing to
these feelings of loneliness and isolation. One of the positive effects of the shelter,
therefore, seems to be that someone at the shelter is always available to listen, offer input if
necessary, and show that they care. This positive support seems to alleviate these lonely
feelings for some of the guests, over a period of time. It also seems to raise some of the
guests' self esteem (i.e., it changes how they perceive themselves). For example,
according to one guest:
"I learned that I was somebody. For so many years my ex-
husband/abuser told me I was nobody. I also learned that
people cared about me. My greatest support came from the
staff' (Fieldnotes, 1989: 10).
Another guest cited the change that he had undergone since he had been at the shelter:
"When I came here I had just left my wife and I was angry
- I wouldn't talk to anyone and I didn't care about the
program. While I've been at the shelter I've learned to
communicate. Before I was withdrawn and I didn't think
anyone cared. I learned to communicate because of the staff
- they talked to me. The shelter is like a family - even
more than my own family. The staff was there for me when
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I needed them. I didn't think I would get so attached"
(Fieldnotes, 1989: 62).
While the two individuals cited above were long-time guests at the shelter, staying
over a period of several months, they were not alone in their views of the shelter. Guests
often said that the staff at the shelter care, and those guests who spent a period of several
months at the shelter regularly described some of the staff (and some of the guests) as
being like family. Two of the women for example referred to each other as "sis." One
staff member was even described as being "like a mother to me."
From my observations it seems that the longer an individual stays at the shelter the
greater the chance that the guest will embrace the shelter and its ideals (see Section 6.2).
This also seems to be true in terms of guests developing close ties with the staff. There
were guests however, who had only spent a few weeks at the shelter that felt that the staff
"cared," i.e., they were not simply a number. Many guests felt that the staff genuinely
showed their concern by listening and providing positive support, versus "looking down"
on them.
Likewise, the guests seem to offer their own positive support to the staff and
volunteers. One staff member described the guests as being "super protective" and at times
overprotective, which in certain situations has made things more difficult. For example, on
one occasion there had been a man armed with a stick that had chains attached to it. He had
been threatening one of the staff members and had wanted to enter the shelter. According
to the staff person, she had known the individual and didn't want him to enter. At that
point she stated "I had five guests behind me saying - 'don't talk to her like that.' Finally
I had to tell them that I think I can handle this."
Obviously, one could infer that the guests had thought that she was in trouble and
might need help. It also seems that the guests identify with the philosophy that the shelter
is a safe place, since on other occasions as well guests have offered their help or reacted
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protectively if a situation became volatile. One staff person aptly describes the mutual
exchange of support by stating: "The guests receive but they also give - I don't feel
drained working here."
One of the unique aspects of the support offered by the staff is their attitude towards
the guests. Rather than assuming that they know what's best for the guests, the staff
consult with the guests, taking their feelings and wishes into account. It could be said that
the staff utilize an egalitarian versus an authoritarian approach in interacting with the guests.
The following exchange illustrates this.
On one occasion, Donna, one of the staff members, had
complimented me on my eyeglasses. Tony, another guest
who had been sitting with us mentioned that he had glasses
too, at his sister's house. According to him, the last time he
had gone to the eye doctor was four years ago and he
- thought that his eyes were probably worse. Donna asked
him where he had gone last (for an eye exam). She wrote
down the location and the doctor's name and then asked
him, whether, if she couldn't locate his last eye doctor, he
would be willing to go to another. Tony replied "if I know
who it is," implying that if he was informed of who the eye
doctor was, he would be willing to have his eyes examined"
(Fieldnotes 1988: i85, i86).
From the above exchange we see that Donna did not immediately assume which eye
doctor Tony should see. She also made it clear that she would try to find his eye doctor
first. In addition, she asked him if he indeed wanted to have his eyes examined.
In another instance, a guest, Ron, reported that two staff persons had told him that
when he felt he could handle or wanted to think about getting a car, they would help him to
budget his money. In this way, these staff persons conveyed the message that they
believed in Ron's ability to handle the re.sponsibility of a car, as well as giving him credit
for being able to use his own judgment in deciding when he was ready. This, and the
example cited above, show how the staff empower the guests, as opposed to promoting
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dependency. Through the use of egalitarian measures they intend to-foster a positive social
identity.
5.2.3 Interaction Reinforcing Non-Normative Behavior
Unfortunately, there are many times in which the interaction between two guests
serves to reinforce non-normative or deviant behavior, i.e., violations of either the rules of
the shelter, or those of the larger society itself.
One case in point occurred one evening during my stay at the shelter. On this
particular occasion a group of people were smoking "pot" in the smoking room. The staff
person there at the time either did not know, or did not say anything. Some people were
visibly "high" and while no one said anything, several of us smelled it. One individual
who was standing in the doorway of the smoking room watching while these people
smoked stated "I don't smoke it, and I don't want to get in trouble" as one of the other
guests passed by. On this particular night, which was a Saturday, several guests were up
until 2:00 a.m. It appeared to me that one of the guests had brought the pot into the shelter
that day, because he had looked "high" when he had come in. Earlier, during this same
day, this individual had been out drinking with another guest.
Interestingly, the next day one of the staff persons and one of the former guests,
whom I will call John, had a discussion about the function of the shelter. Both felt that it
was a safe space, but John felt that the aim of the shelter was not to foster recovery from
substance abuse. "I tell people to get out of here - the smoking room reinforces addiction
because of the conversation that goes on in there. People let their hair down in there,
especially when staff is not around. They talk about drugs and experiences." John also
mentioned the availability of drugs in the shelter, as well as the fact that many of the staff
have co-dependency issues, i.e., issues arising from their own previous addiction, or from
the fact that a family member suffers or suffered from an addiction.
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The matter raised by John is an important one, since approximately 50 to 60 percent
of the guests have drug and/or alcohol problems. Obviously-a-ri anrr=-drrrg-stance-is--aR--
implicit part of the shelter's philosophy which the staff continually try to promote.
Nevertheless, certain guests hold a different definition of the situation (i.e., the shelter is
not a place for recovery) and find ways around the existing rules, displaying what Goffman
(1961), refers to as secondary adjustment.
On another occasion, I had the opportunity to listen to one guest named Andrew tell
Bert how he could get money for food stamps. Bert had been planning to go watch
Monday night football with his friends and get drunk at the same time, a social event which
he had been planning for a couple of days. On this particular day he had been expecting his
Social Security Disability check, which never came. Instead, he received only his food
stamp allowance of $75. In hearing about Bert's situation, Andrew stated that he could get
Bert approximately $30 in cash for his $75 worth of food stamps or $100 for $125 worth
of food stamps. Bert agreed to go ahead with this transaction so that he could have money
for his night out. In essence, Andrew not only made Bert aware of how to get money
(illegally), but reinforced Bert's problem drinking by suggesting such an alternative. This
example demonstrates that when guests' definition of the situation differs from that of the
staff, this gives rise to an alternative set of norms. In this instance, we see that according
to some guests "it's okay for a pal to teach you some tricks of the street - and also make a
profit from it" So, while the staff try to promote a substance-free environment, the guests
may choose to disregard this rule.
5.2.4 Interaction Reinforcing Normative Behavior
If we look at the opposite side of the coin we find that guests, staff and volunteers
interact in a way that brings about or reinforces normative behavior. One notable example
occurred with Tim, a guest who is disliked by the other guests because he uses foul
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language, has an explosive temper and mutters nasty comments under his breath. His
bellavior-i-s very antisocial and one gets .theimpIessionthatm,m)''i'lould be happy if he
were asked to leave the shelter. Another characteristic that makes him unique is the fact that
he has a highly visible physical handicap. One morning I witnessed the following
interaction.
Tim had been reading a newspaper that he had bought that morning, when Dan,
another guest, started to take a section that Tim wasn't reading. When Tim asked if he
could wait until he was finished (making an effort to be polite) Dan (who disliked Tim)
responded by saying, "Don't give me any mouth - you can keep your damn paper." Tim
then responded by saying "Just ask" and cursed under his breath. Tim became upset
because Dan bothered to ask, and it was his paper to begin with. On the other hand,
Dan became upset and immediately defensive most likely because of his perception of
Tim's past behavior, and because he had mistakenly thought that the newspaper was the
shelter's copy, available for everyone. Yet the interesting part is that after this exchange
Tim turned to Nancy, one of the drop-in shelter staff, and asked "Was I wrong in how I
reacted - besides my cursing"?
Nfuicy: Was it your paper?,
Tim: Yes, I bought it and he (Dan) just "went off"
Nancy: Many people here are under a great deal ofstress...
So in essence Tim, who was making an effort to correct his behavior, sought
confirmation that he indeed had behaved in a correct manner - something that he had not
done in the past. The interaction continued by 1im stating to Nancy, "You have to
understand" (referring to his handicap). Nancy replied "We all have hardships and
handicaps - don't look to me for pity."
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Afterwards Nancy stated tbat previQusly, Tim's mother ha(tpitied l1im but that he
-
shouldn't look for pity here. "He has to make it just like everyonee~e here and has to face
the cold facts." What might we be able to infer from this interaction?
1) Peer pressure can result in a guest trying to change his non-
normative behavior to more acceptable behavior.
2) Individuals have certain perceptions about other individuals
based on their past behavior. While someone may try to
change-meir behavior, people's perceptions are slow to
change.
3) The stress of group living can exacerbate people's negative
reactions
4) The support provided in the shelter does not imply that the
that the guest will be pitied.
There were also other instances.in which guests tried to promote normative behavior.
For example, one young guest was repeatedly encouraged to get a job by several of the
guests. Another former guest who visits the shelter and interacts with the guests on a daily
basis tried on at least one occasion to keep one person from resuming his drinking. Some
of the guests even went to Alcoholics Anonymous meetings together. While many times
the desired behavior did not occur, the positive reinforcement did take place. These are
examples of how the shelter's environment can provide positive support.
5.3 Bonding
In looking at the ways individuals interacted within the shelter it is also helpful to
draw upon Goffman's (1961) description of the types of social ties or bonds developed by
individuals through interaction. While Goffman's research was conduct~ in a mental
hospital setting, which in many ways differs from the shelter, his description of social ties
which arise out of interaction provides a useful framework. According to Goffman, the
following are standard types of bond formation in the total institution:
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1) "Buddy" relationships, in which two individuals develoJYlf
non-sexual relationship, each identifying to some degree
with the other's concerns.
2) Dating relationships, whereby two persons of the opposite
sex sustain a special kind of sexualJy-tinged mutual concern.
3) Clique relationships, in which three or more individuals, or
two or more couples, exhibit a preference for one another's
company, and exchange some mutual aid.
4) Categorical relations, in which two inmates (in this case
guests), by virtue of knowing one another to be inmates
(guests) exhibit signs of mutual regard.
5) Patron relationships, extending from a staff person to a
patient (guest) whom he employed.
The types of relationships described above are not mutually exclusive. For example,
a guest may be involved in a dating relationship while at the same time being part of a
clique. One member of a clique may also have a "buddy" relationship with someone inside
or outside of the clique. Within the shelter the first four types of relationships were
observed, while the fifth does not apply to this particular shelter. Instead, the term "staff-
guest relationship" would be more appropriate. A staff relationship would involve a staff
person and a guest who interacted on a regular basis - each showing mutual concern for
the other.
Common activities resulted in the formation and solidification of these relationships.
Activities such as playing cards, chess, watching T.V. or videos, "hanging out" together,
or a number of other joint activities fostered cohesion. Cohesion arises from the fact that
these activities can be recalled at a later time, producing memories that a guest or guests
share in common (Goffman, 1961). In addition, during these activities guests have an
opportunity to discuss their problems together as well as to show mutual concern for one
another. For example, on our trek to the star of Bethlehem Darlene spoke to the rest of us
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about how her-husband 11ad treat~Q her. DUri_ng this same occasion, one of the guests -
asked Darlene if she was okay since she was nor aSea-ro-walking, and the weatherwas:=-----~
quite cold.
Within the context of looking at the groups interacting in-the shelter, it is also helpful
to utilize Goffman's observations regarding social exchange. A social exchange can be
characterized by the show of concern or support by one individual towards another (as just
described above). In return, the individual is implicitly expected to reciprocate by also
showing mutual support at an appropriate time - this reciprocity being necessary to
"stabilize the relationship." I was able to observe this rule of reciprocity on several
occasions, as shown in the following examples.
On one occasion one of the guests, whom I will call Sam, asked me to white out a
line for him on his resume because his hands were too shaky. After whiting out the
information as he had asked, I returned his resume at which time he said thank you. Later
that same night, Sam gave me a Make-Your-Own Moccasin kit, citing, "I wanted to give it
to you because you helped me." It seemed that my helping him necessitated him doing
something in return for me. In comparing the task I performed with the form of
reciprocation, Sam over-reciprocated. This suggests that previous requests for favors may
have been met with demands for a return in kind. Perhaps, he over-reciprocated to show
his appreciation, or perhaps he does not know the "appropriate" form of reciprocation,
e.g., inadequate childhood experience, etc.
On another occasion Lucille, one of the women in the shelter wanted a cigarette. She
said she didn't want to ask Lucy (a guest whom she didn't like), because "I don't want to
use her." It appeared that because she didn't like the woman, she didn't want to place
herself in a situation where the other woman could expect something in return, so she
decided not to ask her for a cigarette.
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During my LW<:L\Ve~k stay at the shelter, I also~ad the2P~~rtl!nit}'~~e>!>s~rve Andy,
an older gentlemen who was qUIte adept at initiating social exchanges wlthme members of
his clique. For example, a group of three other individuals and I played cards on a regular
basis. On more than one occasion Andy offered his sweater to me and another woman
because we had complained of being cold. While I initially stated that I didn't want his
sweater he insisted, saying "I take care of my friends and my friends take care of me."
In return, Andy expected me and the other members of his "clique" to reciprocate by
doing favors for him. On occasion, he would ask someone to get him the salt or would
state that he had forgotten to get something to drink, whereupon, one of his friends would
get these items for him. These were tasks that his friends would willingly do, since he was
an elderly man who had trouble walking (due to a foot infection) and also because
friendship required such displays of mutual concern.
At times, however, Andy would get upset because his expectations were not always
realized. For example, when Andy wanted to get a card game started he expected his
friends to be willing players. When they were unwilling to join him, he would become
upset and agitated, feeling that they had betrayed his friendship. Later Andy would
grudgingly forgive the offender(s). So, we see that reciprocity has its limits. In its
extreme, reciprocity can become an attempt at manipulation, if friendship is used to coerce
others.
In summary, the guests form a variety of different types of relationships through
interaction. The mutual concern, reciprocity, and shared experiences which characterize
social exchange occur within these relationships and serve to promote cohesion.
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5.4 Interacfi<ffis and Networks
The development of social ties is a process that appears to be easier for some
individuals than for others. Upon entering the shelter and during their stays, guests interact
with each other to varying degrees. Some individuals seem to limit their interaction -
behaving, perhaps consciously, in a manner which keeps people at a distance. Other
individuals actively seek interaction or behave in such a manner as to encourage interaction.
It should be noted that certain individuals seek interaction some of the time while displaying
antisocial behavior on other occasions. Let's look at how certain individuals' behavior
affects those around them as well as their ability to form social ties with other guests.
During my period of observation, I found that there were guests who employed
effective means for limiting interaction. For example, one guest, whom I will call Joe,
quickly said "how are you" to most individuals in passing, not waiting for a response. As
he offered his greeting there was little or no eye contact. This lack of appropriate body
language, and the manner in which his greeting was delivered, effectively limited
interaction. For the most part, Joe usually sat by himself in the shelter as well.
Mike is another guest who effectively limits interaction by walking around with
headphones on. The volume is turned up so loud that anyone standing near him can hear
the music. He effectively blocks out any noise, and may even on occasion pretend not to
hear, many times not responding when someone talks to him. Tim, another angry young
guest living at the shelter exhibits a variation of the same behavior on occasion by going
into the smoking room and listening to rock music with the volume so loud that it blasts
through the rest of the shelter - effectively isolating himself for at least a little while.
Interestingly however, many of the individuals who exhibit these distancing
behaviors over a period of time slowly start to interact with other individuals - be it staff,
volunteers or other guests. Mike, for example, has developed a close relationship with
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-- ---- - -- ---Several of the staff!I1em~rs. While he no 10nKe.s stays at the shelter he visits regularly and
feels comfortable talking to the staff abotlihis problems.
Joe also came out of his shell after staff intervention on his behalf. For exampl~,
after not feeling well for a couple of days, Joe agreed to be taken to the hospital to be
checked out by a physician. The staff person on duty asked me if I would tak;e Joe to the
hospital, and I agreed. At the hospital, Joe checked in at the front desk and was told to take
a seat. Joe, after having asked me if I wanted coffee, went over to the vending machine
and got himself a cup. (I noted that he checked the change return and looked under the
machine for any spare change). After we had waited for about an hour, the nurse
interviewed him and brought him back to where he was to be examined. It was determined
that Joe had viral pneumonia.
After this incident, Joe interacted with others more frequently. His physical illness
became a way to initiate conversation with the staff, myself and the other guests. We often
asked him how he felt. It seemed that the existence of a shared point of interest or concern
(i.e., his health) facilitated interaction. Perhaps the entire incident made him feel safer,
more trusting, or less of an outsider than he had felt prior to his becoming ill. Perhaps after
developing a new sense of trust he felt the need to reciprocate, thus becoming more social,
as illustrated in the following example.
A couple of days afterward, Joe asked me if I played chess.
I told him I didn't know how but I knew that one of the
other guests played, so I told the other guest that Joe was
looking for a chess partner and they proceeded to play
several games together. Joe also began to join others in
playing cards. On one occasion, shortly after our trip to the
hospital, Joe even asked me if he could buy me a cup of
coffee ... So we walked to one of the diners not far from
the shelter, where we were able to have some coffee and
talk. It was during this conversation that I found out that Joe
had been living on the streets for several years" (Fieldnotes,
1988: i99).
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One of the possible-posillve ouwomesthat can occur once a guest allows others to
interact with him or her is that normative or conventional behavior can be introduced and
reinforced. Rather than sitting alone during dinner, the individual can be invited to eat with
the Otl1ers.
\Vhile some guests progress from being very self-absorbed or withdrawn to being
able to interact are some individuals who are incapable of what has been
deemed appropriate interaction within the shelter. For example, one guest was diagnosed
as paranoid (as as sUlcldal Because of her behavior, she was disruptive to the group
was not allowed to for more than a few days. In such circumstances, the shelter
tries to refer the ill person to a more appropriate service setting.
On the other end of the continuum are those who do not have much difficulty in
interacting with others. Usually one of the ou1er guests approaches these individuals when
they first arrive at the shelter (e.g., sitting with them at dinner) or, these individuals may
approach other guests by asking a question (one new guest asked "what can I do" when he
saw that everyone was doing chores). A dialogue with one guest may have a snowballing
effect. For example, a new guest meets individual "A." Since individual "A" knows
individual "B" or individual" A" belongs to one of the cliques in the shelter the new guest
is introduced to others. In this way, due to both proximity and shared experiences guests
form ties with each other.
5.5 Family Ties
While we have looked at the social ties formed within the context of the shelter, it is
also important to look at the guest's family ties, since this provides a wider context for
understanding the guests' networks. According to the Coalition on Affordable Housing
the vast majority (over 85%) of all the shelter residents are from the Lehigh Valley area.
Other studies nationwide have found that the homeless are usually individuals belonging to
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the local community, rather than transients (Holden, 1986; Hagen, 1987; Phillips-et aI.,
1988; Burt et aI., 1989). This being the case, many of the guests have family in the area.
From my observations many of the residents have contact, although quite limited,
one or more family members. Contact may arise out of a need for money, to find out
about the well-being of children or spouse, or to just keep in touch. But in general,
judging from the experiences recounted by individual guests, residents' family relations are
difficult at best. Support and interaction are relatively limited and relations are strained, as
in the following example:
Keith had called his daughter prior to his father's
upcoming 88th birthday. He had mentioned to his daughter
that like to see his father, but she didn't offer to
taI\:e him.
As it turned out, Keith called his father to wish him
Happy Birthday and found out that the whole family
(including his kids and ex-wife) had gotten together to
celebrate the occasion. Keith stated, "It was like a knife
going through my heart. I was very hurt but didn't say
anything. I have a big mouth and if I said anything I would
just hurt her (his daughter). I just keep my mouth shut
because there is nothing I can do (Fieldnotes, 1989: Y-5).
Other guests report that significant family members no longer talk to them. One guest
stated, "I put my daughter through college and she doesn't even speak to me." The reverse
is also true. Many times, because of an abusive relationship, guests harbor fear and
resentment towards the abuser; and cut off contact. On the other hand, according to one
staff member, women who leave an abusive family situation are often ostracized by other
family members. This blaming of the victim, she surmises, may be due to the fact that
women are seen as being responsible for keeping !he family together. The implicit
assumption is that the abused person should somehow endure the situation rather than
cause a family separation.
60
Intere@ng1yJ_I~a!lY guests reported avoiding contact with other family members
because "theie-woul"aonIy~problems," they::u:cIon't wanrte=be a burd~or, as one
gentleman said "l don't feel accepted. " Some guests relay the sense that they could go back
and receive support from·certain family members, but they choose not to. This may be an
example of "distancing" on the p"art of some of the guests which may in turn be one of the
"ways in which individuals at the bottom of status systems attempt to generate Identities
that provide them with a measure of self-worth and dignity (see Distancing, Section 6.1)"
(Snow and Anderson, 1987).
It was also apparent that many of the younger guests at the shelter have very tenuous
ties with family members. This can result from leaving an abusive situation, from not
getting along with parents, from being asked to leave home because of misbehavior, or
from the inability of the individual to form close relationships with anyone for whatever
reasons. Because of the lack of support from family members, the social ties formed
within the shelter are important.
5.6 Social Ties and Leaving the Shelter
Social ties arise out of the support available at the shelter. As previously mentioned,
guests form ties with other guests as well as staff. Even when guests leave the shelter
some of the ties that have been formed continue. This is especially true of those moving to
a single resident occupancy (SRO) upstairs. The SRO's are run by New Bethany
Ministries. Some of the guests upstairs cook for each other, and "hang out" together, as
well as look out for each other. Because of these guests' proximity to the shelter it is easy
for them to maintain their ties with the. staff, but even some of the guests that live further
away from the shelter come back. According to one staff person, approximately 50 percent
of the shelter's former guests corne back for some type of service. The literature shows
61
that the homeless have few support systems available, and so the social ties fonned at the
-snelter oocemean important partofthe-guests'networ~ ~-'---:m__ ============
One of the times when support is most needed is when a guest is about to leave the
shelter. Oftentimes leaving the shelter is very stressful for the guests. On the one hand,
guests look forward to having a place of their own; on the other hand, leaving the structure
and supportive environment of the shelter seems to be a frightening experience.
While one of the hardest realizations for a newly arriving guest is that they have "hit
bottom" and have no place to go, it is oftentimes just as difficult for the guests to leave the
shelter. For many, the transition is a bittersweet experience. On the one hand guests look
forward to leaving the shelter, while on the other hand, there is a fear of leaving, as shown
in the following exchahge:
Kay: (in hearing that she would be able to move upstairs
into one of the SRO's) "When 1 found out 1 cried. I'm
happy but I'm afraid to be alone - I've never been alone.
Joe (a male friend at the time) talked to me all day. He was
concerned because 1 even considered going back to my ex-
husband. But 1 wouldn't do that - it's not worth all the
hurt and the beatings - I've come too far" (Fieldnotes,
1987: i72).
Others had told her that her friend Joan (another guest whom she referred to as "sis")
would still be at the shelter and all Kay had to do was call and Joan could visit her (until
11:00 p.m.). She would also have access to the shelter if she needed someone to talk to.
Kay stated that she felt better after talking to Joe - "1 have to experience this to get over
my fear - but I'm afraid."
As we see from the exchange above, some of the guests fear being alone. Indeed, for
some who are separated from their families, this may be the first time that they find
themselves on their own. This sense of being alone may be heightened after having lived
in a supportive setting.
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Another fear that a guestJeaYlng dl.e~~shelter ma~xperience-is-the fear of losing
-~---~--------~~---~-~-~--- -- --=---=====~==
contact with the friends that he or she has made as show~ in the following example:
Tim: I'm going to miss this place. I feel like I belong to a
group and that I'm not out (alone) on the streets. I have
people I can trust (Fieldnotes, 1989: 'y-11).
When a guest finally finds housing, leaving the shelter involves making the transition
to an unknown, unstructured environment, which many guests find difficult. One positive
aspect, however, is that they will no longer have to worry about the safety of their
belongings, and many look forward to having their privacy.
While inevitably every guest must leave the shelter, it has been noted above that half
come back to the shelter for some kind of service. Many fo.rmer guests use the drop-in
center or obtain IUI)ch from the soup kitchen. Staff encourages them to maintain the ties
that they have formed, inviting former residents to attend and/or participate in the special
events that go on at the shelter, e.g., Thanksgiving dinner, various advocacy projects such
as the Housing Now March on Washington, etc. Some stop in to chat with the staff. In
addition, some former guests have become staff members, and others have come back to
act as volunteers at the shelter.
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6 UNDERSTANDING HOW THE HOMEL-ESS-G-O-ABOUT
MAINTAINING A POSITIVE PERSONAL IDENTITY
There are a number of theories regarding self-concept. For example, Charles Horton
Cooley proposed the concept of the "looking-glass self," in which an individual's self
image is reflected in the reactions of others. Similarly, symbolic interactionists such as
Goffman see personality as a presentation of self and therefore as constantly in need of
validation, each encounter with others being a contest in which the self is at stake. (Hess et
aI., 1982). While there are numerous sociological theories on the development and
maintenance of an individual's self-concept, it appears that the way we perceive ourselves
is influenced by how others perceive us, and their reactions towards us.
According to Snow and Anderson (1987), individuals at the bottom of social systems
are not passive participants; they too "attempt to generate identities that provide them with a
measure of self worth and dignity." This fact raises some interesting questions, such as:
how do the homeless generate these identities? In the case at hand what impact does the
philosophy of the shelter have on the self concept of the guests, since it upholds certain
assumptions about the guests' identities? And finally, what clues about identity generation
can we gain through observing the interaction that goes on in the shelter?
According to Snow and Anderson (1987), the problem with identity construction
among the homeless results from the fact that they are "seldom incumbents of social roles
that are consensually defined in terms of positive social utility and moral worth. They fall
outside of the hierarchy of structurally available societal roles and thus beyond the
conventional, role-based sources of moral' worth and dignity most people take for granted."
Snow and Anderson (1987) distinguish between three types of identities - social
identities, personal identities, and self-concepts. Social identity refers to the identities
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attributed or imputed to others in an attempt to place or situat~ them as social objects. They
refer to one's overarching view or image of her or himself "as a physical, social, spiritual,
or moral being. These authors then describe three types of behavior through which the
homeless attempt to generate a measure of self-worth. This is no easy task because -of the
stigma attached to being homeless. These behaviors include distancing, embracement and
fictive story-telling. For present purposes, the first two of these behaviors will be
addressed.
6.1 Distancing
When individuals have to enact roles, associate with others, or utilize institutions that
imply social identities inconsistent with their actual or desired self-conceptions, they may
attempt to distance themselves from those roles, associations and institutions. The
following are different types of distancing observed by Snow and Anderson (1987).
1) Categorical associational: disassociation from the homeless
as a general1iocial category.
2) Associational: disassociation from specific groups of
homeless.
3) Role: an active and self-conscious attempt to foster the
impression of a lack of commitment or attachment to a
particular role in order to deny the virtual self implied.
4) Institutional: the derogation of the very institution attending
to the needs of the homeless in one way or another.
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1.1
During my period of observation at the shelter I had a chance to see examples of
categorical distancing. one occasion, a guest named Jerry said "I feel like I don't
belong here - I have a home." In the same breath, he stated "Well, I don't have a home,
since my wife asked me to leave because of my temper. This place is really good,"
referring to the staff and the shelter (not committing himself to thehomeless as a group).
They ca.! help you even if your
another occasion, one of the female guests, Cindy, explaining why she did not
want to leave the shelter with her boyfriend, even after he attempted to coerce her to do so,
remarked, "I can't live like that (on the streets) I'm from a middle class family - I'm just
not used to that."
In Lhe two examples above, the individuals attempted to disassociate themselves from
the homeless, and statements distance themselves from such a social identity. One
could infer that being a homeless individual is a role that is incongruent with their own self-
concept and that disavowing such a role served to allow them to keep a certain measure of
self esteem - i.e., "I am not like the rest of them."
1.2 Associational cing
The guests also displayed associational distancing in which they would disassociate
themselves from specific groups of homeless. For example, one guest named Dave
described the distinction between street people and the homeless - he being part of the
latter group. Dave opined that the foITher group were unlike himself:
Street people reach a certain point when they don't care
anymore - they forget how to socialize, how to talk to
people, or how to take care of themselves. They don't
shower or change their clothes. You won't see street people
on the streets during the day (Fieldnotes, 1989: Y-5).
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-~----Anotftef'memQrah~amJJl~Jnvolved a guest named Joe, who could be classified as
-- -----,--
a '~hard-core" street person due to the fact that he had been 1i-¥ing-O~1he street fOf maIlY
years. As earlier described, upon coming to the shelter Joe kept very much to himself. It
was only after he had been taken to the hospital that he, opened up to some of the other
guests and staff. On one occasion, Joe treated me to a cup of coffee, and during the
conversation that ensued; Joe described the different ways that a person can survive on the
street. He stated, for example, that it was very easy to find an open classroom on a school
campus (not naming Lehigh), which would be perfectfor spending the night because "no
one bothers you." He couldn't understand why Mitch Snyder (an advocate for the
homeless) was sleeping on the streets on grates, or why he made such a fuss about keeping
the train stations open for the homeless (yet he also mentioned that he had been arrested on
at least two occasions fQr loitering. On one of these occasions he had been arrested for
staying in a church). He said he rarely used shelters. During this same conversation Joe
also described how, on occasion, he had tried to befriend younger homeless individuals-
trying to show them how to "make it" on the streets. Joe found, however, "They either
don't want to listen or they try to take advantage of you."
As illustrated by the above example, Joe distanced himself from those who were
institutionally or shelter-dependent. It seemed that hewas proud of the fact that he could
make it on his own, using a number of strategies which enabled him to survive.
Thus, while Dave disassociated or distinguished himself from street people, Joe did
the exact opposite. According to Snow and Anderson (1987) the form of associational
distancing shown by Joe was, according to their observations, "most conspicuous among
the homeless who were not regular social service users, and who thus saw themselves as
being more independent and resourceful" (Snow and Anderson, 1987: 1349). They also
found that associational distancing provides a means by which some of the homeless set
themselves apart from one another, and thus develop a somewhat different and more self-
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respecting personal identity. "Such distancing varies in scope according to the duration of
time on the streets" (Snow andAnderson, 1987: 1350).
6.1.3 Role Distancing
A third variant of role distancing which was observed by Snow and Anderson (1987)
is occupational role distancing. This occurs when a person distances him or herself from a
specific occupational role because of the low status and low wages associated with a
particular job.
The observation that homeless individuals may distance themselves from certain
occupational roles in order to maintain a degree of self-esteem is important. This differs
from the typical explanation that the homeless are not committed to their jobs or don't work
simply because they are lazy. Snow and Anderson (1987), aptly sunnise that since day-
labor jobs seldom last for more than six to eight hours, perhaps not much is lost monetarily
in forgoing such jobs, in comparison with what can be gained in pride.
Within the shelter, I observed several examples of occupational role-distancing. On
one occasion, for instance, a young guest said he had refused a painting job. From his
statements it seemed that he felt that a painting job was beneath him; he had wanted a
carpentry job. On a separate occasion, one individual within the shelter refused to do his
assigned chore of mopping the floors. As it later turned out, this individual had refused to
mop the floor because his father had done that all his life - "I told myself that I would
never do that." So what at fIrst glance appeared to be a lack of cooperation turned out to be
his attempt to maintain his own personal identity. He had promised himself that he
wouldn't do what was, in his eyes, demeaning work.
Snow and Anderson (1987) suggest that occupational distancing occurs because the
social identities lodged in available work roles are frequently inconsistent with the idealized
self-conceptions of some of the homeless. Consequently, "bitching about," and "turning
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\down," and even "blowing off" such work may function as a me-ans at soeial identity
disavowal, on the one hand, and personal identity assertion, on the other.
6.1.4 Institutional Distancing
Institutional distancing occurs whencpeople attempt to disassociate themselves from
the very institution that is attempting to serve them. Within the shelter, the most common
I
means of institutional distancing was through verbal complaints about the shelter. These
complaints were made with respect to certain procedures, or concerning certain staff
members (see House Meeting). On one occasion, a guest referred to the shelter as being
like a jail- the only difference being that it had doors.
According to Snow and Anderson (1987), this type of distancing is most likely to
occur when cJients are processed in an impersonal, highly structured, assembly-line
fashion. The result is a leveling of individual differences and a decline in personal
autonomy. Again, complaining about such settings allows one to gain psychic distance
from the self implied and to secure a modicum of personal autonomy.
In contrast with the other area shelters, the complaints about CCM were relatively
few. Other shelters were negatively compared with CCM on several occasions by guests
who had previously stayed at these other shelters. One guest, for example, said that going
from shelter "X" to CCM was like going from "the Pits to the Ritz." It appears that shelter
"X" was known for being dirty, as well as less selective in the individuals it allowed to use
the shelter (e.g., people who were "high" on drugs or alcohol were allowed to use the
shelter).
Derogatory remarks indicating distoancing from the CCM shelter as an institution
occurred relatively infrequently. This may result from the shelter's relatively small size and
its humanistic philosophy. The size of the shelter allows guests, staff and volunteers to
form genuine relationships. In addition, the shelter staff can be more flexible in terms of
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how individuals are to biiieated, as opposed to meting outimpersonaLt:re:1l.t!!!~nt:<:>I"gijl1~ .__._~
"by the book." The shelter staff tries to know everyone by name and tries- to treat eac1f-·~·_­
guest as a unique individual, encouraging personal autonomy. Guests may not feel an
acute need to distance themselves from the shelter because the social identity ("guest")
attributed to them by the shelter allows them to maintain a positive self-concept. This is in
contrast to the findings by Snow and Anderson (198}), who found that the longer an
individual had used street institutions the greater the need for the individual to distance
himself from these institutions as well as the self implied by these institutions.
Snow and Anderson (1987), define embracement as the verbal and expressive
confirmation of one's acceptance of and attachment to the social identity associated with a
general or specific role, a set of social relationships or a particular ideology.
As previously stated (in contrast to Snow and Anderson, 1987) I found that a
significant number of guests embraced the ideology of the shelter and showed attachment to
the social relationships formed at the shelter. The longer a guest remains at the shelter the
greater his or her attachment to the ideals of the shelter are likely to be. This also applies to
the relationships formed in the shelter.
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7 CONCLUSION
Much of the literature to date has focused on either demographic issues or identifying
the causes of homelessness, while relatively little research has been done in the area of how
the lives of the homeless are influenced by the shelters that have been set up to serve them.
While the observations and findings of this research cannot be generalized due to the
relatively small, non-random sample of individuals observed and the limited amount of time
over which the research was conducted, I believe the observations presented within this
paper are valuable as a basis for further research, as well as for shedding light onto the
lives of guests at shelter.
CCM's philos~phy includes providing certain standards of welfare Jor its guests.
Since CCM is sponsored by a religious organization purveying a Christian ideology,
religious symbolism and terminology are used to describe these standards of welfare (e.g.,
"Sabbath", "Restoration", etc.), as well as to convey the shelter's purpose. Most
importantly, however, it is the staffs own ideology which serves to shape the shelter's
philosophy.
There is an explicit emphasis on the uniqueness of each guest/individual,
accompanied by the staffs belief in the guests' right to self-determination. Making an
effort to know guests by name, not requiring guests to become religious converts or to
attend church, and seeking the guests' input on the operation of the shelter are examples of
how the staffs philosophy shapes interaction.
Within the shelter, four general categories. of interaction were noted. These include
interaction resulting in the gaining of new insight/self awareness, interaction providing
positive support and interaction that reinforces non-normative/deviant and
normative/<lonventional behavior. Perhaps one of the most important categories of
7·1
interaction that i~ shaped by the staffs philosoph)' is-ihe provision-ofpositive-suppon,
----(parncularly as it occurs between the guests-and the staff, since the staff is avail~ble to the
guests ona more consistent basis). Within the shelter there is always someone available to
listen and offer advice if necessary. Not only does this positive support alleviate the guests
feelings of loneliness but it also appears to raise some of the guests' self-esteem because of
the~ in which the positive support is provided.
In looking at the provision of positive support, one sees that the staff utilize an
egalitarian as opposed to an authoritarian approach. This appears to both foster and
strengthen ties between the staff and some of the guests. These ties are important because
they serve to augment a guest's oftentimes small social network. In addition these social
ties function to keep the guests tied into the shelter after they leave, so that it continues to
serve as a source of positive support and resources. Furthermore, the staffs egalitarian
approach allows and even encourages the guests in their attempts to maintain a positive
personal identity and self-concept- a process which is difficult, since in our society the
homeless are viewed in a negative manner.
In looking at identity-generation, my observations appear to support Snow and
Anderson's (1987: 1365) research which indicates that "individuals who have fallen
through the cracks of society do attempt to carve out a modicum of meaning and personal
significance. This is contrary to Maslow's hierarchy of needs, which holds that 'the
satisfaction of physiological and safety needs is a necessary condition for the emergence
and gratification of higher-level needs, such as the need for self-esteem or a positive social
identity'" (Snow and Anderson, 1987: 1365).
The realization that the homeless strive to maintain a positive self-concept is an
important finding because it can give us clues about how best to structure our society's
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response to the homeless within a shelter setting -(ahhough it-should be stressed thliL _
shelters are only a band-aid solution).
While it is difficult to look at the shelter and measure its efforts in-tenns of success it
appears to be particularly effective in certain areas. One such area is the shelter's ability to
act as a community-based resource not only for the homeless and those living precariously
close to the edge, but for the wider community as well. Through the resources and support
provided at the shelter guests are able to live in a safe environment which allows them to
more easily locate and secure affordable housing. The shelter also seems particularly
effective in providing an environment where individuals can develop a greater sense of self-
awareness and self-respect - a process that the staff feels is one measure of their success.
Finally, the shelter appears to advocate effectively on behalf of the homeless. The
shelter's efforts in this area take on many forms, such recruitment of volunteers,
participation in local events (such as Bethlehem Musicfest - a festival of food, music,
entertainment and exhibits), networking with agencies that serve the homeless, and
participation in national and international events. One such national event was the Housing
Now's march in Washington, in which there were over half a million participants. The aim
of the march was to get the Federal Government to increase funds to provide the poor with
affordable housing. All these efforts will, one hopes, increase public awareness
concerning the problem of homelessness, a problem that should not exist in a nation which
is so incredibly rich in resources.
Some of the questions recommended for further research include:
• What services or resources dQ the guests find particularly
useful while living at the shelter?
• What resources do guests continue to use after they leave the
shelter?
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@ Are the resources utilized by current and former guests the
same? If-not, what resources are most--usef-ttl---foreach
group?
@ Why do some guests come back to the shelter - Because of
social ties, resources, or both?
is the recidivism rate, i.e., what percentage come back
again as guests, and what causes them to come back?
@ Do the social ties formed at the shelter enhance guests' life-
coping skills?
@ How the shelter's efforts to promote a greater sense of
self-awareness and self-respect impact guests? Are these
effects long-term?
Another recommended area for future research would be a longitudinal study which would
keep track of guests once they left the shelter to
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out life outcomes of former guests.
8 AFTERWO~I):Sl.JBJE(:;TJVE FEEL~NGS
ABOUT MY STAY AT THE SHELTER
--
----
I would like to give my subjective feelings on 'what it was like to be a guest at the
shelter. Most certainly, from the outset I was different from the other guests. First of all I
voluntarily went to the shelter for a specific purpose - to conduct research. I also knew I
would be there only for a predetermined period of time. At the end of two weeks I knew I
would be leaving and I had a home and family to return to. I also differed from the other
guests in that I already knew the staff and some of the guests at the shelter, as well as its
mode of operation. Finally, I had friends in the area and knew that I could leave the shelter
at any time and that I would have a place to go.
-
Presumably because of the factors cited above, my experience of what it feels like to
be a guest is not the same as for the other guests, yet the experience was quite different than
that of just being a volunteer, as I had been previously.
Prior to my going to the shelter I experienced a little anxiety. Since I was flyingin
from Chicago I was not going to have my usual means of transportation. I was going to
have to get by on foot power or bus (as is the case with most guests). Not having my car
left me feeling kind of stuck (that is, if one can be stuck in Bethlehem, since everything is
within walking distance). Before I came I also considered what to bring - I wanted to
bring only the bare minimum since I felt that many of the guests didn't travel with much.
Also, I figured the less I brought the less I would have to worry about something being
taken.
Upon arriving at the shelter I was greeted by the greeter. He told me what bunk I
would be staying in and where to get sheets and towels. Afterwards he had me fill out a
registration card, which was different since as a volunteer I had not been required to fill one
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out. The card asked for information such as myrrame, wktherJ~on any medication,
who could be contacted in case of emergency, etc.
Subsequently, I was given a set of rules to read over which were then explained to
me. When I responded that I understood the rules I was asked to sign them. Again, this
was different. I felt somehow more restricted as to what I could do than as a volunteer.
For example, I had to be in the shelter by 9:00 p.m. Living according to someone else's
rules felt confining, when I was used to making my own.
Another thing that was uncomfortable my first night was going to bed with three
strangers in the same room. I imagined all the things that one of them could do to me while
I slept. That anything would happen was unlikel):', since nothing had ever happened
before, but my imagination had overtaken my logic. Further, the fact that one has to get up
at 6:00 a.m. makes it likely that most people don't have much energy at the end of the day.
After the first night or so I no longer felt uncomfortable sleeping in the dorm room, since I
knew the other women.
Another thing that I had always taken for granted prior to coming to the shelter was
privacy. Usually I got undressed and dressed in the women's bathroom, yet if it was
occupied I would get dressed in the dorm room. Some of the other women would also
dress in the bathroom while others would change in the bedroom.
Since the emergency portion of the shelter was officially closed during the day and
the dorms were locked, everyone had to take the belongings that they would need for that
day out of the dorm - coats, purses and any other items. Otherwise, you would have to get
a staff person to open the dorm room door..Since the staff knew me I never had a problem
getting into the dorm room. They would give me the key, as opposed to accompanying me
to the door.
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Once one has all their belongings, one has to constantly keep an eye on them. This is
dueto-the facLth~Qrop-in center is open to everyone durin~~~,!y~ndthings h~~e~__.__
been stolen. Each day I had to keep my eye on my coat, mittens, ear muffs and book bag.
Under these conditions one gets a sense ,of how important personal belongings are.
Obviously, however, I did not keep as good an eye on my belongings as I should have.
One day I had placed my book bag on a shelf above the boxes filled with donated clothes.
Anyone was allowed to look through the clothes and take anything they wanted. I had
decided to put my books on the shelf above thinking that it was high enough to be out of
reach, although my book bag was in full view. Before I realized it, someone had taken it,
and since the book bag had contained my fieldnotes I was extremely upset. The following
passages from my notes describe the whole incident, and how my book bag was finally
retrieved.
When I had discovered that the book bag was gone I
asked the drop in staff person if she had seen the book bag.
Another guest and myself then searched the clothes boxes
and the shelves, not finding it. I then went to the 'smoking
room and told another staff person that my book bag was
gone. Julie, one of the former guests who now lives
upstairs said, "Maybe those two guys took it." She stated
that she had seen two guys in that area earlier. At this point I
was in tears, since not only was I worried about
confidentiality but I was afraid I had lost all of my work and
_ would have to start over. At this point one of the other
women was trying to tell me everything was going to be
okay.
Subsequently I went for a walk to get away. At the
same time I bought another notebook, this one having
carbon paper so that I would have two sets of notes. Upon
returning to CCM I found out that the guests and staff had
been looking through the shelter and had even gone out to
look in garbage cans because it was thought that the
individuals who had taken the book bag were interested in
the book bag itself, not the notebooks and therefore probably
would have dumped the books in the trash somewhere.
Everyone stated that they felt bad for me. Everyone tried
offering helpful suggestions such as calling the police and
reponing the theft (so there would be documentation), or
going down by the river while it was still light to see if my
books had been thrown away, or looking along Broadway
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(the street on which the shelter is located). While I waited
-----£01 the poliee, others wentj,utJooking.
Subsequently, Julie came mto the office andsm[edShe---
knew who took the books and she had called them and told
them to bring it back or else - "They know me and the little
one is afraid of me. He's seen what I can do. He's bringing
your books over right now." She stated that she had seen
them walk off with the book bag "If I'd have known it was
yours I would have said something. When I saw you crying
I felt so bad."
When the book bag never showed up, Julie had to call
a second time and threatened them. Subsequently, one of
the two guys came back with the book bag. All my notes
however, had been removed from the notebooks.
Obviously, they had torn out the pages that had been written
on and were going to use the rest of the notebook. When I +-
stated what was missing Julie told the man to call his friend
and ask him what he had done with the rest of the papers.
We convinced him to do so by saying we would call the
police if he didn't. He agreed to call his friend and I talked
to the man. He stated that he didn't know of any other
papers. I said I didn't want to press charges but if the
papers weren't back I'd call the police, so if he happened
upon them to give them to me.
Julie than told the first man that he had an hour to
return the other papers. After he left Julie stated "when Bob
smiles like that he's scared - he'll bring the stuff back".
She was right, because in fifteen minutes I had all my
papers.
When the whole ordeal was over at least six of us were
hugging each other. Everyone stated how happy they were
that I got my things back. I was very touched by the fact
that quite a few people went out of their way to help me.
This is just one of the many examples of the concern shown for others at the shelter.
It also attests to the fact that over time the guests do develop networks. By using her
available network, Julie was able to identify and contact the individuals who took my book
bag. In addition, I believe that because she is well known among many of the guests and
drop-in center users she was able to use her in.fluence to her advantage. She knew who the .
two culprits were - this in itself was valuable information.
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Another consideration that arose out of my being a guest was:.vhat to do with my fre_e_
---.
time. Like me, many of the guests had plenty of free time on their hands because they were
not working or were unable to work. During my stay at the shelter a regular group of four
or five of the guests, including me, played cards several times during the day. Other guests
preferred, chess or other activities - it was simply a matter of finding someone else who .
wanted to play with you. Other passtimes included going for a walk, reading, doing
puzzles, job-hunting, visiting a girlfriend or boyfriend and going to one's various
appointments. One individual used to spend his day riding his bike around town. On one
occasion, one of the guests suggested the idea of trekking up to see the star of Bethlehem.
Finally, a group of four of us agreed, setting out in five degree weather.
In looking back at my stay at the shelter I believe that it was by far the most valuable
experience, providing me with a rich source of data. I gained firsthand experience of what
it is like to have to live by someone else's rules rather my own. Even though the shelter's
rules stipulated nothing out of the ordinary, I still felt a loss of control. One can only
imagine what it must be like for an individual to be at the mercy of others for food, shelter
and clothing.
Living at the shelter also made me aware of many of the things that I take for granted
such as privacy, having my own transportation, not having to worry about theft, having a
set routine, etc.
Perhaps one of the most interesting things that I observed at the shelter is that many
of the guests are very giving of themselves, their time, and even some of the possessions
that they have. One example of this was the help that I received in retrieving my bookbag
of fieldnotes that had been stolen. It seems that to cement the tenuous social ties that exist
people are more willing to do for each other This may be because these individuals may be
the ones to need help in the future.
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Finally, one finds out that the homeless m ordinary people. Some of the guests that
I met had been quite weH off-fiflancially at one time, most guests--ha¥e:families, andsome
had good-paying jobs. On thing is certain, all of these people have feelings and
aspirations, they simply have less resources tran you or 1. Yet, who knows when you or I
will need a favor?
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APPENDIX A: CCM HOSPITALITY HOUSE CONTRACT
CCM HOSPITALITY HOUSE CONTRACT
I understand that I am responsible for following these rules and that my stay at the CCM
Hospitality House depends on my being able to keep House Rules.
(1) I will not try to stay at the H,H, after using alcohol or abusing drugs. I will tum in
street weapons to staff.
(2) I will not use abusive language or fight, or create "a disturbance.
(3) I will smoke only in the smoking room.
(4) I will not open the door for anyone if it is already locked.
(5) I will comply with the lights out at 11 p.m. and wake-up at 6:30.
(6) I understand I may not reserve a bed.
(7) I will be here by 9:00 p.m. or call to reserve a space.
(8) I will help with set-up and clean-up in the space we share.
(9) I will see Case Manager Donna Cieply within 5 days.
SIGNED _
DATE _
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APPENDIX B: CENTER CITY MINISTRIES HOSPITALITY HOUSE
Cemer'City Ministries invites people of faith
and good will to join our work and witness.
There are many ways to be in partnership with
our organiution. Ple::L5e return the form att2.ched
and/or cont2.ct The Rev. Jo Clare Hartsig at
691-3373 for more information.
IT
" ... the hospitable person knows how to
relate to the stranger without demanding
that the stranger reveal his or her self. This
is what [is] called for~hospitalityto the sick
and the hungry and the imprisoned without
demanding that they become our friends or
grateful allies, but hospitality in simple
recognition of our unity with them, a unity
which is both human and divine. Every
hospitable act is an outward and visible sign
of our inward and invisible unity, a unity
which finds expression in the very root of
the word "hospitality", for bospes means
both host and guest-the two are really one."
-Parker Palmer, The Company of Strangers
u
Hospitality House
&: Emergency Shelter
-'-'- Wn.ndotte Sr.
Bethlehem. PA 18015
12151691-33-3
Outreach Office
-f-j E .\brket St.
Bethlehem. P.'. 1,'3018
i 21 'i, 69-!-1)-1)-
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•'., • . . ......,~~...~JJ'i.ji>o1, Center City Ministries
was founded in 1984 by
seven congregations in
downtown Bethlehem.
These congregations
are part of a covenant
to "produce opportu-
..~; .. ; ~..... ,:. "''l. nities for joint worship,~~~~.t'~ education, and Out-~~~;.~"'~". reach, striving not to
do individually those things that are better done
together". Members and pastors in these churches
have provided significant Board leadership,
volunteer support, and financial help for CCM's
Ministry of Hospitality.
The founding congregations are: Central Mora-
. vian Church, Christ Church, United Church of
Christ, St. John's United Methodist Church, Salem
Lutheran Church, Trinity Episcopal Church, Trinity
United Church of Christ, and Wesley United
Methodist Church.
In 1985 Center City Ministries began serving
homeless individuals by opening 'an Emergency
Overnight Iter in one of our Center City
churche . Duri . the next two years the entire
shelter operation, itself a homeless institution,
moved 13 times! This wilderness experience has
shaped the unique and unusually effective pro-
gram currently operating at the corner of Fourth
and Wyandotte Streets on Bethlehem's South Side.
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Center City Ministries offers
supper. breakfast. a safe place to
sleep. and intensive case manage-
ment for our nightly guests.
There is no charge for services.
Two full-time and seven part-time
workers and almost 300 volunteers
keep the program "up and run-
ning" during hours of operation.
T he program is scaffed be-, tween the hours of 3 p.m.and - a.m. every weekday
and weeknight and 24 hours
through the entire weekend. This
schedule meshes with the weekly
Drop-In Center scaffed by New
Bethany Ministries which operates
in the same building. During
office hours messages can be left
at 691-3373. After 3 p.m. calls
are answered by CCM staff and
volunteers.
Space limitations require that
overnight shelter be limited to no
more than 22 men and women.
Each evening's guests must be
registered by 9 p.m. or have an
agency referral. Guests who have
be-en using drugs Or alcohol are
not permitted in the building.
Since CCM is nOI always the
most appropriate place for cer-
t:J.in individuals, a phone cal1
from agencies to check this out
will save time and dignity for
the person being referred.
Center City Ministries, an
ecumenical, non-profit corpora-
tion, is supported by private
donations and some contract
reimbursement from NorthamptOn
Count.... and Lehigh County .
Huma~ Services and the Veteran's
Administration Homeless
Chronical1y Mentally III Program.
B y offering opportunitiesfor people to be in part-nership with "the home-
less", Center City Ministries
helps set the groundwork for
changes in Our nation's policies
to make our communities more
just and humane. CC~l combats
the stereor:'pes that create suffering
and alienation. People who would
otherwise have no occasion to
meet can be "at table" together
and enjoy that space which is at
once common and holy.
Volunteers provide us with many
hours of service as well as being
"windows" through whom our
guests view the whole community
and through whom the community
is able to "see" how homeless-
ness is impacting our area.
O n the Eve of Thanksgiv-ing, volunteers, membersof our churches, shelter
guests, and the general public.
are invited to attend a candlelight
vigil at City Hall plaza to give
thanks for all the ways we are
able to serve tOgether here in
the Lehigh Valley as well as to
remember those who endure the
holiday without community.
Since 1986 Center City Ministries
has presented a festival worship
the first Sunday of Musikfest that
includes music, dance, drama,
and the message that people
who celebrate community can
make a difference in the world.
The outdoor service rakes place
at City Hal1 pl:J.z:l.
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APPENDIX C: LEHIGH VALLEY SHELTER CENSUS
JULY, 1990 - JUNE, 1991
Nine programs or facilities providing shelter for the homeless participated in
this survey through the Lehigh Valley Coalition on Affordable Housing. The
data for the report was collected from July 1, 1990 through June 30, 1991.
Each month the shelters were asked to submit a survey form, copy included
in this report, which described the new residents in the shelter U1at month.
The Lehigh Valley Coalition on Affordable Housing is a broadly based organi-
zation of municipal officials, lawyers, bankers, developers, social service
workers, clergy, formerly homeless persons, and other civic leaders. Our goal
is to ensure that every household in the Lehigh Valley is secure in afford-
able, safe, sanitary and appropriate housing.
The programs U1at participated in this study are:
1. Allentown Rescue Mission, Allentown, which provides overnight shelter
for single men.
2. Allentown Salvation Army, Allentown, which provides overnight shelter
for women and children.
3. Center City Ministries, Bethlehem, which provides overnight shelter for
single men and women.
4. Easton YWCA, Easton, which provides overnight shelter and short-term
transitional housing for women and their children.
5. New Bethany Ministries, Bethlehem, which provides short~term transi-
tional housing for families.
6. Roofover-Easton Area Neighborhood Center, Easton, which provides
short-term transitional housing for families.
7. Turning Point of the Lehigh valley, Allentown and Bethlehem, wh,ich
provides emergency shelter for victims of domestic violence and their
children.
8. Safe Harbor Shelter, (Easton Salvation Army), Easton, which provides
overnight shelter for single men and women.
9. Sixth Street Shelter, Allentown, which provides short-term transitional
housing for families.
Programs in the Lehigh Valley that provide permanent housing for its resi-
dents were excluded from this study. In addition to for-profit single room
occupancy units, these faciliti~s are the Bethlehem YMCA, the single room
occupancy units of New Bethany Ministries and the Easton YWCA, and the
Program Housing of the Allentown Rescue Mission.
Our data is collected from census forms filled out from each of the nine
shelters. Safe Harbor Shelter only participated in two of the twelve months.
Other shelters chose to omit some of the questions of our survey. Although
our intent of this survey is to give an accurate picture of the homeless, we
88
are certain that some error has occurred. The data has been verified wher-
ever possible. '1'0 the best of our knowledge, our numbers for homeless
people are not duplicated.
ey accoun or 0 y
those people in the shelters. There is a long waiting list to receive shelter
at many of the programs-. People thpt are waiting for shelter are often living
in cars, under bridges, or in cardboard boxes. Others are living with friends
or family until housing becomes available. Some homeless individuals refuse
to seek shelter at one of the programs and find housing wherever they are
able. The availability of shelter drives our data to some extent.
The following charts and narrative describe the data that was collected from
the shelters. Because the manner in which we collected data changed from
previous years, fte were unable to compare data from other shelter census
reports. The total number reported for each statistic and used to form the
graph is designated by N.
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A. Overview of tr'1.e Population (N s 2,663)
Du...ring the twelve month period from July, 1990, through June, 1991, 2,683
peopie--werenouse-Oin shelter programs--tnrougnout Lehighan~~~~~~_.
ton Counties. Of these 2,663 people, 982 adults were housed in programs
for individuals. 1,681 adults were housed in family programs. One thou-
sand children were h~used. Children represent 37.27% of the population.
This figure agrees with national figures that state one-third of the na-
tion's homeless are children.
The average shelter stay for adults in family programs was 52 days. For
adults in individual programs, tf1.e average stay was 19 days.
The total number of shelter nights for the total population programs was
84,164 nights. The total shelter nights for adults and children in family
programs was 75,624. The total shelter nights for single adults was 8,540.
Because the Allentown Rescue Mission, which has 96 beds, did not partici-
pate in this ques'"J.on, and Safe Harbor Easton, which has 24 beds, only
filled out the form for two months, the number of shelter nights for the
total population and for programs housing individuals understates the
number of flights spent.
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8. Ages of Adults (N 2 1663)
The-avera1Je uClge--ofthe- adtili;;-pepWation ho!!sed~the shelters is 32.7
years. The average age of the adult population staying in family pro-
grams is 29.2 years, while the average age of adults staying in individual
programs is higher at 35.3 years.
In all programs, 91,8% of adults were under the age of fifty and 46.1% of
adults were under the age of thirty.
In the family programs, 97.1-% of adults were under the age of fifty.
59.1% were under the age of thirty and 28.3% were under the age 'of
twenty three. The majority of these adults are single women with one or
two children. These women are often driven to poverty and homelessness
because of lack of affordable day care, lack of transportation, domestic
violence, and pregnancy.
In the pr-ogr-ams for- individuals, 88.1% of adults were under the age of
fifty. 37% were under the age of thirty. 49.5% of adults are between the
ages of 23 and 36. Many factors contribute to theiJ:; homelessness such
lack of marketable skills and low job opportunity. (INPUT FROM GROUP)
Currently, a full-time job paying minimum wage provides an income below
poverty level.
AGE OF ADULTS
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C. Age of. Children (N 2 722)
Children are the smallest and most innocent victims of poverty. Out of the
. 722 dl.ildrerL..Jlurveyed, 14.3% of the children in the shelter were under
the age of one year. 52.9% are utLder-the-~e of fiye These childI::e_n"'-- ~
must have adequate and affordable day care if a parent is working. In
most cases, the. cost of the day care represents such a large portion of a
low-inCome persons salary that- other needs are barely met. If a financial
crisis occurs, it forces the family into a cycle of events that eventucilly
leads them to beco,ming homeless.
The remaining 47.1% are school-age children from 5 through 17. Because
families usually do not directly come from their own home into the shelter,
these children may have been transferred between schools frequently.
This inconsistency hinders their education and development.. Also, home-
less children and their parents are often negatively stereotyped by their
peers, which leads to teasing and harassment. These children must face
not only the stress of poverty, but also the feelings of not being socially
accepted by their peers. -
CHILDREN'S AGES
Number
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D. Number of Children per Household (N • 461)
Out Of the 461 farnflies--witi't--Childr-en~urveyed,73.1% of the families come
to the shelter with one or two children. This number contradicts the------·--
stereotype that most homeless families have three or more children. Only
23.8% of the families come with three or four children and 1.1% of the
families have five or more children. '
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
PER HOUSEHOLD
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E. Age of Mother at Birth of First Child (N ~ 478)
---~t-oL-±.he478 women surveyed, the average age of the mother at the
birth of the first- child-was 21.4 -years.------3-3-;-88%-ef---the------wGmen-ftad- their
children under the age of 18 years. .
AGE OF MOTHER
AT BIRTH OF FIRST CHILD
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F. Racial/Ethnic Group of Adults (N ,. 1651)
Racial/eU1.nic background was determined by the persons' self-definition.
In all programs, white (non-Hispanic) adults represented 52.5%, African-.
----lA....m~eric:an--ace:lult;s-represent::e<lT6. 3%, and Hlspanic/Latino adults represent-
ed 30%.
In programs for families, white (~on-Hispanic) adults represented 47.5%,
African-American adults represented 15.6%, and Hispanic/Latino adults
represented 35.5%.
In programs for single adults, white (non-Hispanic) ad.ults represented
65.6%, African-American adults represented 18.3%, and Hispanic/Latino
adults represented 15.4%.
For family programs, N 1203. For programs for individuals, N 448.
RACIAL/ETHNIC' BACKGROUND
ALL PROGRAMS
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G. Educational Status (N 2 924)
Adults were asked what their highest level of education was. In all
programs, 36.1% did not fini~_C1. high school. 36.1 % we~higJl_ schooL _
graduates and 14.7% had received their General Equivalency Diploma. 7.8%
received a post high school/non-academic degree. 1 % attended college
and did not graduate and 4.33% were college graduates.
Having a high school degree no longer guarantees salaries sufficient to
keep an adult out of poverty. The 40 college graduates prove that even
those adults with a college degree are not guaranteed employment. In
fact, this data shows that increased economic and social pressures con-
tribute more to homelessriess than lack of education.
For family programs, N = 567. For programs for individuals, N 357.
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EDUCATIONAL STATUS
FAMILY PROGRAMS
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H. Marital Status (N = 1120)
Adults were asked their marital status. In all programs, 42_.1% of the
adults were single, never married. 13.6% were married, 19.5% were se-pd-'"
rated, 11.4~o were divorced, 2.3°", were widowed, and 11.1% were cohabitat-
ing. Cohabitating adults are unmarried adults who are residing together
in a family shelter or unmarried adults who were residing together prior
to becoming homeless.
Married adults sometimes temporarily separate in order to receive housing
at the individual shelters. If there are no vacancies at one of the family
shelters, the male adult may reside at one of the shelters for ·individuals
while the female adult and the children reside at one of the shelters for
women and their children. Although this causes great stress on the
family, people often are forced to do this because they have few options
available.
for family programs, N 673. for programs for individuals, N
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L Employment Status (N .. 1122)
In -all programs,-3G.39% of adults are unemployed and seeking--WOrk-.-TMSe-
unemployed homeless struggle to find employment to better their quality2
f
_
life
_
In all programs, 17.6% of adults are employed. Many people are earning
wages near poverty. A crisis, such as a serious illness without medical
insurance,. may create a serious financial burden and eventually force
them to lose their home, despite the fact that they are employed.
The number of adults who are unemployed and not seeking may 'be high
because the majority of adults surveyed are women in family programs.
Some women are unemployed and not seeking work because they may be
women who are pregnant and unable to find work. Some women are moth-
ers who are taking care of small children and cannot find affordable day
care or choose to stay home with their small children.
Other reasons for unemployment are lack of transportation to a work site,
mental health problems, and drug/alcohol dependency. Victims of domestic
violence are often fearful to return to their work site because their
spouse' is aware of the location..Also, a person with a serious illness may
have been forced to quit his job because of his long absence.
Other adults are unemployed because while residing in the shelter, they
take the opportunity to study for their General Equivalency Diploma,
receive job training or begin Community College. These adults do not
work in order to give their full effort and attention into trying to receive
education and job skills.
Yet./ other adults are unemployed because of the economic conditions, they
were laid off or their company has closed and it is difficult to find jobs
in fields that they are skilled or trained in through school or through
prior employment.
For family programs, N 679. For programs for individuals, N .443.
EMPLOYMENT STATUS
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J. Last Permanent Address before Becoming Homeless (N '" 957)
Many people mistakenly believe that the homeless in the Lehigh Valley are
transients who are passing through this area or ... who came from another
area to the Lehigh Vallei:- Our data-shows that--ffie maJOoty of people
have resided in the Lehigh Valley prior to becoming homeless. The social,
political and economic forces that fotced these Lehigh Valley residents to
become homeless are the problems of the entire Lehigh Valley and until
we deal with these problems, the numbers of the homeless population will
continue to increase.
Please note that the census form mistakenly left out Northampton County
suburbs outside of the cities of Easton and Bethlehem as a category;
thus, a person who resides in a suburb in Northampton County not adja-
cent to Bethlehem or Easton would be placed in the category of Pennsyl-
vania (outside of the above identified area). This has been amended in
the new shelter census forms.
68.7% of those surveyed stated that their last permanent address was
located in one of the three cities of Allentown, Bethlehem, or Easton. In
the Lehigh Valley, most of the suburbs have very little affordable hous-
ing for low to moderate income families. When a financial crisis occurs,
this forces many people to move from one of the suburbs into the cities
to find affordable housing. Also, many young people may originally have
grown up in one of the suburbs, but could only find affordable housing
in one of the cities. Thus, when a person becomes homeless, although
they might have lived the majority of their life in one of the suburbs,
their last permanent residence before becoming homeless was one of the
cities.
LAST PERMANENT ADDRESS
BEFORE BECOMING HOMELESS
1I0ltr--------------------...,
104
Our data shows --"U<;:l"'--_'±-L~~-J.I" -<ill --a,~W;s---w<ere -J:-e;:Th;m~·-4R---a.--!~erl.t<u-...unit2.----:--=.----: .i2
pri6rtO becoming nomeless. Because most of the rental uriits
are located in the cities, this agrees with our other statistics.
Before coming to the shelter, 35.7% of all adults resided with a friend or
family member or "doubled up." 43.6% oftheiadults in individU<3.lig~o­
grams doubled up compared to 33.9% of the adults in family pr()gr'i\rns.
This shows that single adults are morelil<ely toid()\.l.l:>le up/with friel1.~s>or
relatives than families because it presents .1essofaburden. The fri~l:ldor
family member often faces the risk ofia po:sibl~~~~c::t.i0nbecauseof))the
extra people in the apartment. Doubling .ii. uP>.<3.l:ocreates a. considerable
amount of stress on both the homeles:;;familYiii\ndthe people with whom
they are residing. Because of the long waiting list to get into the shel-
ter, doubling up with a family or friend is often the only available option
to living in the street or in a car.
For family programs, N '" 616. For programs for individuals, N 128.
LAST PERMANENT RESIDENCE
ALL PROGRAMS
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L. Reason for L:.eaving Last Permanent Address (N • 1075)
There are many reasons why a person must leave their last permanent
address. Those surveyed were asked what was the main reason for leav~___~ _
in~- -In-all programs, 32.5% - of .theadUlts-statea that domestic violence
was their reason for leaving. These victims of domestic violence either
choose to leave their home to seek shelter away from a violent and abu-
-sive spouse ~nd, thus, are forced-·to live in poverty, or choose to stay in
their home with their spouse in a life-threatenining situation. This is not
an easy choice, but often the decision that they make is life-or-death.,
16.3% of adUlts in individual programs needed shelter because they had
been released from the hospital. Some of these individuals are well
enough to be released from the hospital, but they need a place to conva-
lesce. Although all of the nine shelters in the Lehigh Valley have excel-
lent programs, none of the shelters are equipped to deal with people who
need special care such as changing wound dressings or giving shots.
The shelters are inadequate in helping these individuals maintain the best
possible quality of life and the illness is aggravated by these conditions.
The fact that 6.9% of adults stated that the reason for leaving was be-
cause their property was uninhabitable or condemned proves the need for
more low-income housing and single room occupancy units to be developed
throughout the Lehigh Valley region.
For family programs, N '" 1075. For programs for individuals, N 411.
Reason for Leaving Last Permanent Address - All Programs
l5&.:l:
A Non-payment of rent
B Foreclosure on home
C Domestic Violence
D Doubling up
E Hospital Discharge
F Uninhabitable or condemned property
G Eviction
H Parole/Release
I Displacement due to fire, flood
J Family Disruption
K Other
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N. Tri-County Contact (N • 812)
...
When moving into the shelter, residents must give the name and address
of an emergency contact. In the total population, 81.5% of the adults have
a local contact in either the county of Northampton, Lehigh, or Warren
County, New Jersey. Because of its location near the three shelters in
Easton, Warren County is included inLtru.s question. The high percentage
of the people who have a contact in the Lehigh Valley is further evidence
that homeless men, women and children are connected to this area and are
not necessarily transients. The homeless problem is our problem in the
Lehigh Valley and we as a region must deal with it..
Among adults in family programs, 78.2% have a local contact in the tri-
county Area. Among adults in individual programs, 87% have a local
contact in the tri-eounty area.
For family programs, N ~ 500. For programs for individUals, n 312.
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O. Affiliations - Self-Reporting (N 3 940)
Residents were asked if they were a veteran, if they had mental health
problems or drug and/or alcohol problems, if they had domestic violence
problems, or other affiliations. Residents self-report on these categories;
therefore, there is no formal check on thEtir background to verify this
information. The categories are not mutually exclusive. Because the
resident self-reports, the numbers probably understate the affiliations
that exist. Some residents when first applying to the shelter do not
admit any drug and/or alcohol problems because they fear being dis-
missed from the shelter program, they are in the "denial stage," or other
reasons.
For family programs, N 492. For pr?grams for individuals, N; 448.
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P. Affiliations - Verified (N D 609)
Some homeless people received benefits such as social"- security or social---·
security d~sability income. In many cases, this income alone is not
enough to keep a person out of poverty. In other cases, this income
places them on the brink of poverty, but when a financial crisis occurs,
they cannot afford the cost of living and are forced to find housing in
places that are usually not appropriate to their condition.
For family programs, N D 396. For individual programs, N 213.
AFFILIATIONS
VERIFIED - ALL PROGS.
8Sl - Retiree
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AFFILIATIONS
VERIFIED - FAMILY PROGS.
551 - Retiree
11
AFFILIATIONS
VERIFIED - INDIVIDUALS
55 - Retiree
9
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